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The Roman Doctrine of the Lord’s Supper 


There are evident traces of Neoplatonism! in Roman theology, 
especially in the doctrines concerning man and the sacraments. 
The majority of Roman theologians make a careful distinction 
between the spiritual, as the higher, and the material, as the lower, 
nature in man. Soul and body belong to two different spheres, 
the soul being inclined to the spiritual, the body to the sensual, 
the world of sense. The rational soul, created by God in the 
moment of conception, is united with the totally heterogeneous 
body, and this junction of the two dissimilar natures results, 
according to Bellarmine, in pugna quaedam and in ingens diffi- 
cultas bene agendi. The warfare between the spiritual and sensual 
natures is present in man before the Fall, and without the donum 
superadditum the soul would have been unable to return to God. 
This view explains Rome’s interest in asceticism and mysticism. 
The flesh as the seat of concupiscence, i. e., the interest in the world 


1) Neoplatonism as developed by Plotinus in the third century is 
an attempt to explain the relation of the One to the many in such a way 
that the spiritual unity of the universe could be maintained. This Greek 
philosophy assumed that there is a series of gradations between God on 
the one hand and Matter on the other. Similar to Gnosticism, it main- 
tained that God overflows in emanations, such as Intelligence (voic), 
the World-soul (wvyy), and the final grade, Matter. Being farthest 
removed from God, Matter, or the world of sense, is evil. When the 
individual soul is united with Matter, it forgets its divine origin and is 
interested only in the world of sense. Neoplatonism therefore en- 
deavored to show a way in which this dualistic or pluralistic universe 
could end in monism. Asceticism and mysticism were viewed as the 
best means of bringing about the reunion of the soul with its divine 
origin. Porphyry and Plotinus viewed the human body as a garment 
which burdened and defiled man or as a prison from which the soul must 
seek escape. Origen (d. 254) transmuted the contents of the faith of the 
Greek Church into ideas permeated with Neoplatonism. There is no 
doubt that Augustine’s early contacts with Neoplatonism deeply affected 
and to some extent determined his concepts of sin, grace (gratia infusa), 
and justification. Seeberg, Dogmengeschichte3, II, 406; 550 ff. 
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of sense, must be weakened by fasting, watching, celibacy, etc., in 
order that the soul in the full exercise of its wonderful powers 
may unite itself with God.2) Extreme mystics, like Theresa of 
Spain, believed that the soul when divorced from the sensual 
could enter into direct union and communion with God. 

This dualism manifests itself also in the Roman doctrine con- 
cerning the sacraments, and particularly the Lord’s Supper. Ac- 
cording to the Catechism of the Council of Trent “man, as a being 
belonging to the world of sense, stands in need of a sensible type 
to obtain and to preserve the consciousness of what passes in his 
supersensual part.... If man were a pure spirit, then would the 
divine powers, which produce justice and holiness, require no 
sensible medium.” The Catholic theologian J. A. Moehler states: 
“To this inferior order of things (the world of sense) the Church 
opposes a higher order, not to annihilate the former but to bestow 
on it the blessings of redemption, to explain its significance, and 
to purify by heavenly influences all the stages of earthly and sinful 
existence. . . . Symbolical signs bring the higher world more 
immediately within the perception of sense and withal convey from 
that world the capacity for its influence.”®) Rome’s approach to 
the sacraments is fundamentally different from that of Scripture and 
Lutheran theology. Whether we emphasize Rome’s Neoplatonism 
or sacerdotalism or sacramentalism (opus operatum) or mysticism 
(elements of superstition), the fundamental error of Rome will 
always come to the surface, namely, the doctrine of work-right- 
eousness. This was pointed out in a previous article of this series.” 
Virtually all the distinctive elements of Roman theology, such as 
rationalism, sacerdotalism, sacramentalism, mysticism, are evident 
in the center and heart of the Roman worship and cultus, in the 
Lord’s Supper, or the Holy Eucharist, as it is usually called by 
Roman dogmaticians. The works of dogmatics®) present this doc- 
trine under three headings: 1. the Real Presence; 2. the Eucharist 
as a sacrament (Communion); 3. the Eucharist as a sacri- 
fice (Mass). 


2) Walther, Lehrbuch der Symbolik, 57 £.; 150 ff. 
3) Symbolism or Doctrinal Differences between Catholics and Prot- 
estants, p. 203 ff. 


4) C.T.M., 1939, pp. 241—250. 


5) The following Roman Catholic sources were consulted: Canons 
and Decrees of the Council of Trent, Waterworth ed.; Pohle-Preuss, 
Series of Dogmatic Text-books, 1930, Vol. IX; Wilmers, Lehrbuch der 
Religion, Vol. IV, 375—576; Catholic Encyclopedia, s.v. “Eucharist” and 
“Mass”; Catechismus Romanus; Jean de Puniet, The Mass (translated 
by Benedictines of Stanbrook, 1930); M.Cochem, Erklaerung des Mess- 
Kanon. Naturally the reader’s attention is directed to Luther’s masterful 
treatises against the Roman Mass and to Melanchthon’s Apology, Articles 
XXII and XXIV. 
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I 


1. Neoplatonism causes the Roman “doctors” considerable 
difficulty in the doctrine of the Real Presence. Because of the 
Neoplatonic background Roman theology places a low estimate 
not only upon human nature in general, but also upon the human 
nature of Christ. Christ’s humanity does not receive latreia but 
only hyperdulia, the same worship accorded to Mary. Like the 
Reformed, Rome believes that the human nature of Christ also 
after His ascension is limited to a specific place in heaven.® Rome 
can accept only a praesentia localis for the human nature of Christ. 
And still Rome teaches the Real Presence, for Trent has declared: 
“If any one denieth that in the sacrament of the most holy Eu- 
charist are contained truly, really, and substantially the body and 
blood together with the soul and divinity of our Lord Jesus Christ, 
and consequently the whole Christ, but saith that He is only 
therein as in a sign or in a figure or virtue, let him be anathema.”” 
Rome has solved the apparent contradiction between the axiom: 
Finitum non est capax infiniti and the Real Presence by positing 
a local presence of Christ’s body and blood in the Lord’s Supper. 
And such a local presence is conditioned upon Rome’s theory of 
transubstantiation, the keystone of its entire doctrine of the 
Eucharist. 


Roman dogmaticians insist that transubstantiation is not an 
accidental change, such as occurs when a wax figure is changed 
from a ball to a cube, nor a material conversion, as when wood 
is changed to ashes; for in the one only the accidents are changed, 
the substance remaining the same, and in the other the matter 


6) In the paragraph on Christ’s session Wilmers says: “Da die 
menschliche Natur ueberhaupt sich an allen Orten nicht befindet, so ist 
auch keine Ursache vorhanden, der Menschheit Christi die Allgegenwart 
zuzuschreiben. . . . Der an und fuer sich beschraenkten Menschheit 
nach wird der Leib Christi ebensowohl von einem Raum umschlossen 
als jeder andere Leib.” (Lehrbuch der Religion, I, 339f.) Over against 
Luther’s position that the Real Presence is possible because of the com- 
municated omnipresence, Wilmers states: “Luther beachtete nicht, dass 
die Schrift ausdruecklich lehrt, . . . dass Christus als Mensch .. . sich 
bei seiner Auffahrt gen Himmel von der Erde ueberhaupt entfernt, was 
offenbar gegen die Alloertlichkeit ist.” (L.c., IV, 380, N.) Pohle-Preuss 
review the arguments which Roman theologians since the days of the 
“Angelic Doctor,” Aquinas, have advanced to explain philosophically the 
apparent contradiction. They say that multilocation does not multiply 
the object, but only affects its external relation to and presence in space. 
They speak of a continuous, discontinuous, mixed, and circumscriptive 
multilocation— all miraculous, of course, but making it possible from 
a rational viewpoint for “Christ with His natural dimensions to reign 
in heaven, whence He does not depart, and at the same time to dwell 
in sacramental presence on numberless altars throughout the world.” 
(L.c., 175—184. Cf. Popular Symbolics, p. 159.) 


7) Council of Trent, Sess. XIII, Can.I. The doctrines of Zwingli, 
Oecolampadius, and Calvin respectively are condemned in this canon. 
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remains the same. Rome argues for such a conversion where the 
substances of bread and wine (i.e., the elements which actually 
make bread bread and wine wine) cease to exist in order to make 
room for the body and blood of Christ. All that remains of the 
bread and wine are their accidents, such as color, taste, smell, 
form. Trent defines the doctrine as follows: “By the consecration 
of bread and wine a conversion is made of the whole substance of 
the bread into the substance of the body of Christ, and of the whole 
substance of the wine into the substance of His blood; which con- 
version is by the Holy Catholic Church suitably and properly 
called transubstantiation.”®) The theologians are not agreed as to 
the manner in which the body and the blood enter into the species 
of bread and wine. According to the Thomists the glorified body 
of Christ is reproduced in such a way that the change “has some- 
thing in common with creation and transmutation.” Transub- 
stantiation is virtually both an annihilation and creation, and the 
only reason why it does not actually create the body of Christ 
is that the body already exists. Bellarmine explains transubstan- 
tiation as a conversion which does not cause the body to begin to 
exist, but to begin to exist under the species of bread and wine. 
While the theologians today usually avoid the term “creation,” 
they nevertheless believe that “the power inherent in the words 
of consecration is so great that, if the substance of the Eucharistic 
body did not already exist, these words would as surely call it into 
being, as the fiat of the Almighty created the universe.”®) This 
is tantamount to claiming for the priesthood the power of the 
creature over the Creator. 


8) Sess. XIII, Can.4. Pohle-Preuss offers the following explanation 
of the decree according to Aristotelian dialectics: “In the Holy Eucharist 
we have a true conversion. There are, first, the two extremes of bread 
and wine as the terminus a quo and the body and blood of Christ as the 
terminus ad quem. There is, secondly, an intimate connection between 
the cessation of the one extreme and the appearance of the other, in 
that both events result not from two independent processes (e.g., anni- 
hilation and creation) but from one single act. At the words of con- 
secration the substance of the bread vanishes to make room for the body 
and blood of Christ. Lastly, there is a commune tertium in the un- 
changed appearances of the terminus a quo. Christ, in assuming a new 
mode of being, retains these appearances in order to enable us to par- 
take of His body and blood. The terminus totalis a quo is not anni- 
hilated, because the appearances of bread and wine continue. What 
disappears is the substance of bread and wine, which constitutes the 
terminus formalis a quo. Nor can the terminus totalis ad quem be said 
to be newly created, because the body and blood of Christ, and in fact 
the whole Christ, as terminus formalis ad quem, preexist both in His 
divinity (from eternity) and in His humanity (since the Incarnation). 
What begins to exist anew in the terminus ad quem is not our Lord as 
such, but merely a sacramental mode of being, in other words, the 
sacrament of the body and blood of Christ.” (P.109.) 

9) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., 127. See also Tract No. 30, Our Sunday Visitor 
Press. Lutheraner, 79, 129. 
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Rome believes that the charge of sarcophagy (eating of flesh) 
would be in place if any one asserted that in the Eucharist merely 
the flesh and the blood of Christ were received. Rome admits that 
by virtue of the words of consecration only the body and the blood 
are present, but claims that by reason of a natural concomitance 
there is simultaneously present all which is physically inseparable 
from the body and the blood, namely, the soul and the humanity 
of Christ and, by virtue of the personal union, also His divinity. 
Christ, whole and entire, with His flesh and blood, His body and 
soul, His deity and humanity, is present. The same argument 
is used to establish the concomitance theory, namely, that Christ 
whole and entire is received under either species and that as 
much is contained under either species as under both.”!!) Not 
only is the entire Christ present under each of the species, but also 
under each and every particle of each species. Of course, the 
opinions differ as to the manner of the presence. Some believe 
that the body of Christ is present even before the division as many 
times as the host can be divided into separate particles; others say 
that, as an unbroken mirror reproduces one reflection, the broken 
mirror as many complete reflections as there are fragments, so 
also the body of Christ is present whole and entire under each 
fragment of the host. 


Transubstantiation is the starting-point for Romanists in the 
doctrine of the Eucharist. The doctrine of the Real Presence is 
contained in this theory, but it does not follow for Romanists that 
transubstantiation is contained in the dogma of the Real Presence. 
The Real Presence is possible—also according to Romanists — 
with consubstantiation (the view which Luther was supposed to 


10) Council of Trent, Sess. XIII, Chap. III and Can.I, Pohle-Preuss, 
l.c., 88 ff. Roman theologians enjoy speculation. What would disciples 
have received had they celebrated the Lord’s Supper while Christ was 
in the grave? Answer: His body as it then existed, namely, separated 
from His soul, though not from His deity. Wilmers, l.c., IV, 458, N., and 
other sources. 

11) Rome’s Scriptural argument: In 1Cor.11:27,29 both the dis- 
junctive and copulative conjunctions (or—and) are used. The same 
guilt attaches to unworthy eating and drinking whether one receives 
bread and wine or only the bread or the wine. A person cannot 
guilty of the blood when partaking only of the bread unless both, body 
and blood, are present under the bread. This is but another example 
of Rome’s arbitrary use of Scripture. The Bible is only pretext, and 
rationalistic argumentation is the deciding factor. Rome admits that by 
virtue of the words of consecration the body is present only under the 
bread and the blood only under the wine, but claims that the law of 
concomitance will not allow the glorified body to be without blood nor 
the living body without His soul nor the sacred humanity without the 
Logos. Therefore Christ whole and entire is present under the host as 
bes 7. under the chalice. Pohle-Preuss, 94, 109. Trent, Sess. XII, 

p. Il. 
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have held) or impanation. But Rome insists on transubstantiation. 
As a result of Rome’s theory the substantial body and blood of 
Christ are present in the Eucharist before, in, and after the use.12) 
This raises the problem for Roman theologians as to what happens 
to the body and blood in the Eucharist in case the species are 
destroyed by fire, mold, evaporation. The accepted answer is as 
follows: The body and blood is present under the appearances of 
bread and wine as long as these are really appearances and or- 
dinarily apt and capable to contain the substance of bread and 
wine. When corruption sets in, Christ is no longer present. But 
the cessation of the Real Presence is not viewed as “retransubstan- 
tiation.” Thus the physicist’s argument that Rome’s theory of 
transubstantiation is contrary to the law of physics is met by the 
dogmaticians’ dictum: “The miracle of the Eucharistic conversion 
does not abolish the law of the indestructibility of matter.”1® Is it 
any wonder that in view of such speculations the indifferent 
Romanist approaches the Eucharist mechanically and disinter- 
estedly and the conscientious member will be harassed by doubts 
and questions as he approaches the Eucharist? 


2. The fundamental difference between Roman and Lutheran 
theology in method and approach is apparent when one studies 
the arguments which Rome advances for its theory of transub- 


stantation. It is evident that Rome’s theory is a preconceived 
notion which is superimposed on Scriptures.14) The “Scriptural” 
argument for transubstantiation is taken from John 6:52 ff. 
Among several Roman reasons why the words “flesh” and “blood” 
should be taken literally, only one need to be mentioned, viz.: 
“If we take the manna of the desert (v.49 ff.) as a type of the 
Eucharist, we can argue as follows: Assuming that the Eucharist 
contained merely consecrated bread and wine, . . . the original 


12) Trent, Sess. XIII, Can.IV.— The Lutheran John Saliger in his 
polemics against the Crypto-Calvinists maintained that by virtue of the 
consecration the body is present also ante usum. This prompted the 
framers of the Formula of Concord to show the necessity of consecration, 
both over against the Reformed who underestimate the importance of it, 
and the Romanizing tendencies which attach miraculous powers to it. 
Article VII, Trigl., 998 f. 

13) Pohle-Preuss, I. c., 133—135. Wilmers, l.c., 434f. The theory of 
the permanence of the body and blood in the Eucharist has given rise 
to superstitious and pagan practises, e.g., signing the sentence of a 
heretic with ink into which “Christ’s blood” had been poured; placing 
the species into corner-stones of churches; pulverizing or toasting the 
host in order to preserve it. The “Mass of the presanctified” belongs 
into the category of superstitious practises. Since no Mass is to be said 
on Good Friday, the host which was consecrated on the day previous 
(hence “presanctified”) “is placed on the altar, incensed, elevated, and 
consumed by the celebrant.” Cath. Encl., VI, 644. 

14) “Romanism, Calvinism, Lutheranism, on Authority of Bible,” 
C.T.M., VII, 260. 
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would not excel the type by which it was prefigured. But St. Paul 
teaches that the original must transcend its type in the same way 
in which a body excels its shadow, and consequently the Eucharist 
contains more than mere bread and wine.”!5) Are the Roman 
doctors ready to say on the basis of vv. 54, 56, 58 that every one 
who attends Communion shall live forever? —Rome’s arguments 
for the theory of transubstantiation from the words of institution 
and from tradition are well known and shall be omitted in this 
paper. (Wilmers has 20 pages of 9-point-solid type on testimonies 
from tradition for this doctrine.) The clinching argument for the 
Romanist is the fact that the Church has spoken through the Council 
of Trent, and the dogmaticians can do no more than show from 
reason that the doctrine is probable, proper, reasonable, and 
according to the “analogy of faith.’ Here are two samples. 
(a) The Old Testament was a type of the New. In the Old Testa- 
ment the presence of God was indicated through the Ark of the 
Covenant. The peculiar presence of God among Israel must be 
fulfilled in richer form in the New Testament. The Incarnation 
was a partial fulfilment of the Old Testament type, but it was only 
temporary, and therefore the presence of Christ in the Eucharist 
is necessary if the type is to have its complete original. (b) Essen- 
tially Christianity is the religion of love. Love manifests itself 
in a desire to associate with those whom one loves. There is a 
desire both on the part of God and of man to be near each other. 
This is possible in the Eucharist. But in order to exercise man’s 
faith, Christ does not come in His real form nor forever, but under 
the species of bread and wine.1® Rome’s theology is still the 
theology of Scholasticism. This becomes apparent in the manner 
in which the theologians endeavor to answer the objections against 
transubstantiation. We ask: How can the outward appearances 
of bread and wine exist without the substances? Rome is ready 
to answer this, first, “with the certainty of faith,” secondly, “with 
theological certainty only,” and, thirdly, as “a matter of specula- 
tion.” Faith answers that a miracle takes place; theology debates 
whether the appearances are physical entities or subjective im- 
pressions (optical illusions), the former opinion finding most 
adherents today; and philosophical speculation enters the labora- 


15) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., 15. Wilmers, l.c., 382. 


16) Wilmers, l.c., 415 ff. After quoting from Thomas Aquinas, the 
author adds significantly: “Das sind Gruende, die der einfache Glaeubige 
mehr mit dem Gefuehle als mit dem Verstande erfasst, und vielleicht 
haben wir es diesem richtigen, wenn auch dunklen, Ahnen teilweise 
zuzuschreiben, dass der Glaube an die wirkliche Gegenwart auch bei 
den verkommensten Sekten des Orients sich erhalten hat.” Rome need 
not be surprised when we charge it with false enthusiasm (Schwaer- 
merei) and definite elements of paganism, particularly idolatry. Walther, 
“Lehrbuch der Symbolik,” 166—170. 
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tory and tells us that accidents (e.g., quantity) can be removed 
from the substance; after all, how little do we know about matter? 
are the scientists not compelled to discard one theory after an- 
other? — Rome’s theology is a theology of speculation, of doubt, 
certainly not the theology of God’s Word.1” 

3. The implications of this theory are of far-reaching im- 
portance for the Romanists. Claiming to be the possessor of the 
physical presence of Christ, the Roman Church claims to be the 
only legitimate Church. The avowed purpose of Catholic Action is 
to “bring Christ physically into the world.” In private, nuptial, 
requiem, and public Masses the priest brings the physical Christ 
into the lives of his people, and they, in turn, by promoting 
Eucharistic devotion among other men make the entry of Christ 
into human lives more general1®) The second significant impli- 
cation of the transubstantiation theory is the idolatrous adoration 
of the host. For the Romanist the “adorableness” of the Eucharist 
is self-evident, “for the Eucharistic Christ is identical with the 
Lord who sitteth at the right hand of God.” Rome is frank to 
admit that “in the absence of Scriptural proof this proposition 
must be demonstrated from tradition.”19) What do Romanists 
actually worship in the Eucharist? Defending itself against the 
charge of artolatreia (in other words, idolatry), Rome claims that 
there can be no worship of the bread because the bread has 
ceased to exist. At the same time Rome admits that the adoration 
extends both to Christ and to the appearances, and does not hesi- 
tate to say: “The adoration which Catholics give to Christ under 
the appearances of bread and wine is not separate and distinct 
from that which they give to the sacred species as such.... We 
give no separate adoration to the accidents. The object of our 
adoration is the totum sacramentale. ... In practise neither the 
Church nor the faithful pay any attention to this subtle distinction” 
(between the Eucharistic Christ and the species).2® When we tell 
our confirmands that Rome practises gross idolatry, we are not 
overstating the case, for three reasons. (a) Rome expressly teaches 
that the Eucharistic Christ is entitled to latreia (the worship due 
to God alone), but the species not being a part of the hypostatic 
union, only to hyperdulia. In spite of all technical distinctions 
between latreia and dulia, a practical difference is not observed. 
Why does the canon law prescribe minutely the care and the cult of 


17) Pohle-Preuss devotes 41 pages to the chapter “Speculative Dis- 
cussion of the Mystery of the Real Presence, l.c., 143—184. 


18) Confrey, Catholic Action, 59ff. Daniel Lord, Call to Catholic 
Action, 20ff. (Tract published by Queen’s Work, St. Louis.) 


19) Trent, Sess. XIII, Canons 5 and 6. Pohle-Preuss, 136 f. 
20) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., 141. 
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the most holy Eucharist? Why must the altar in which the host 
is preserved be especially ornated? Why dare the sanctuary lamp 
never be extinguished? Why can only a cleric touch the mon- 
strance, the vessel on which the consecrated host is exposed to 
view? Why do Romanists praise Franz Xavier for spending entire 
nights before the “tabernacle” to commune with the “physically 
present” Christ? — (b) The theory of transubstantiation, specifi- 
cally the permanence of the Real Presence, is nothing but super- 
stition.— (c) There is no command to adore the species with 
hyperdulia, dulia, or any other kind of veneration.2” 

Opportunity to bring the “physical Christ” into the lives of 
the people and to worship the species are amply provided in the 
Roman cultus. There is the elevation of the sacrament immediately 
after consecration; there is the exposition of the sacrament provid- 
ing an opportunity to “look upon and to salute the body of Christ”; 
there are societies for the Perpetual Adoration, so that somewhere 
throughout the world at all times some one is rendering adoration 
to the species, an honor which according to Rome belongs to God 
alone; there is the Corpus Christi Festival with its pomp and 
superstitious practises,?2) the Eucharistic congresses, the Forty Hour 
devotions, the Devotion of the Sacred Heart of Jesus. And the 
purpose of these exercises is to “keep alive an ardent and devout 


faith in Him who said: ‘Behold I am with you alway.’ ” 2% 


I 


Rome views the Eucharist both as a sacrament and as a sacri- 
fice. Some dogmaticians discuss the sacrificial character of the 
Eucharist first, because the Mass is seemingly the more important 
feature of the Eucharist. Wilmers, for example, discusses the com- 
munion after the Mass because according to the example of the Old 
Testament peace-offerings the partaking of the offering naturally 


21) When advancing this reason, be prepared for the following 
sophism: The will (i.e., command) to be eaten and drunk does not 
contradict the will to be adored. Christ lay in the manger for the 
purpose of resting. But the Magi did not conclude that the purpose of 
being worshiped was excluded. Christ journeyed through Palestine to 
preach. But it did not follow that those who recognized Him as the Son 
of God were forbidden to worship Him. Wilmers, l.c., IV, 465. 


22) Celebrated on the Thursday after Trinity. The German word 
Fronleichnamsfest is derived from fron, master. The purpose is 
avowedly to prepare a royal entry for Christ and, by taking the host 
into the open, to proclaim Christ as King of creation and to make the 
entire nature a temple of God. It is furthermore a testimony of the 
faith against heretics, especially against Berengar of Tours (1050), who 
held to a symbolical interpretation of the sacrament. And lastly it is 
viewed as a satisfaction for all the indignities inflicted on the Eucharistic 
Christ. (Wilmers, l.c., 467.) 


23) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., 140. 
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follows the sacrificial act. Other theologians give more importance 
to the sacramental character of the Eucharist than Wilmers’s view 
appears to do.24) We shall discuss the Roman view of the Eucharist 
as a sacrament first. According to its Neoplatonic background 
Rome views man as spiritual and sensual. In striving for the 
spiritual things, man requires sensory means, such as the visible 
teaching office as constituted in the clergy, the imposing cathedrals 
or the churches on prominent corners and elevated plots of ground, 
and especially the Eucharist, a “symbol of a sacred thing, the 
visible form of an invisible grace.” The communion fulfils the 
soul’s desire “to partake of the heavenly grace by the material 
food” and to seek “in the visible creation a ladder to heaven.” 2°) 

1. Rome’s approach to the definition of the Sacrament of the 
Altar is so basically different from that of the Lutheran that Rome’s 
terminology is rather confusing to the Lutheran. Deharbe defines 
the essence of the Eucharist thus: “The Holy Eucharist is the true 
body and blood of our Lord Jesus Christ, who is really and sub- 
stantially present under the appearances of bread and wine for 
the nourishment of our souls.” The Catechismus Romanus states 
that the consecration, which is a sacrificial act, and the communion, 
which is only the reception of an already existing sacrament, do 
not, properly speaking, belong to the essence of the Eucharist as 
sacrament. This catechism does not approve Augustine’s definition 
that the sacrament consists in the visible elements and the invisible 
body and blood of Christ, but claims that the sacramental essence 
is rather the species of bread and wine. The majority seem to 
define the sacrament of the Eucharist as consisting in the union 
of the Eucharistic species and the body and blood of Christ as 
the matter and in the words of consecration as the form of the 
sacrament. It seems, that this definition emphasizes the Eucharist 
as a sacrifice more than as a sacrament. And the fact is that 
Rome is interested almost entirely in the sacrificial character of 
the Eucharist. This is evident also in the withholding of the cup.” 


24) The distinctions between a sacrament and a sacrifice are clearly 
set forth by Melanchthon in the Apology, Art. XXIV. 

25) Wilmers, l.c., 574, 548. 

26) The usual arguments are fairly well known: By the law of 
concomitance blood is present under the bread. — There is no additional 
benefit in receiving the wine after having received the bread. — There is 
no command to receive both kinds. — Acts 2:42, “breaking of bread.”— 
Mother Church, fully conscious of her authority, has so ordered it.— 
“Blood” might be spilled.— Great difficulty to preserve the remaining 
“blood” under the species of wine.— Pope Gelasius ordered the laity 
to use the chalice to unmask the uncoverted Manicheans, who would 
not touch wine. Before this decree there must have been communion 
under one kind.— The sacrament is a symbol of spiritual nourishment 
and either species accomplishes this. 
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When Rome is asked why Christ ordained two elements if one is 
sufficient, its answer runs about as follows: The two species are 
indeed instituted by Christ and therefore must be used. But the 
use of both kinds need not be observed in the Eucharist as 
communion. The use of both kinds is essential for the Eucharist 
as a sacrifice, i.e., in the Mass, and the main purpose of the Eucharist 
is a sacrifice, not a supper. In every sacrifice there must be a real 
slaying of the victim. The “unbloody” sacrifice of the Mass is 
effected when, by virtue of the consecration, “a two-edged mystical 
sword,” the priest separates the body and the blood of Christ under 
the elements of bread and wine.??) Rome speaks of the Eucharist 
as a sacrament, and we would expect them to stress the com- 
munion as a means of grace, but this concept seems to be very 
remote in Rome’s thinking. Communion is not so much a means 
whereby God conveys “grace” to the sinner but rather a fulfilling 
of an obligation, which the faithful must perform at least once a 
year, when they make their Easter communion. In short, the idea 
of a sacrifice, at least a eucharistic sacrifice, is more predominant 
than that of a sacrament. 

2. The effects of the sacrament are defined by Trent chiefly 
negatively, namely, “that the principal fruit of the most holy 
Eucharist is not the remission of sins.” The dogmaticians usually 
list two effects. First, the union of the soul with Christ. The 
physical consumption of the host effects a sacramental union, and 
this results ex opere operato in a mystical union through the “theo- 
logical” (?) virtue of love. At the same time communion estab- 
lishes a bond of charity between the faithful. Since communion is 
a sacrament only for those who are already united with Christ, 
who are under grace and have remission of sins, it can only in- 
crease sanctifying grace, that is convey powers to avoid sin and to 
perform good works. The second effect is nourishment for the soul, 
an antidote whereby we may be free from daily faults and pre- 
served from mortal sins.?®) Frequent, if not even daily, com- 
munions are recommended to subdue the flesh and overcome 
concupiscense, the source of mortal sin. Roman theologians have 
debated whether the Eucharist is directly conducive to the remis- 
sion of the punishments due to sin, as is the case in Penance. The 
opinion seems to prevail that the fruits of communion may be 
viewed as a satisfaction for sin, yes, that these fruits may even be 
applied to others, especially the souls in purgatory.2® Being an 
effective prophylactic against mortal sins, the purpose of com- 
munion is, finally, a pledge of the body’s resurrection on the 


27) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., p. 347. 29) Pohle-Preuss, I.c., p. 231. 
28) Trent, Sess. XIII, cap. 2. 
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basis of John 6:55. By its contact with the Eucharistic Christ 
the body has a moral right to the future resurrection.» 

As to the necessary preparation for communion virtually all 
the requirements are negative, e.g., abstaining from food (the 
regulations are of such a nature that only doubt and uncertainty 
can arise), not living in mortal sin, not placing an obex (hindrance) 
in the way of worthy communion. 

In spite of the resolution of Trent and especially of the en- 
cyclical of Pius X which admonishes the people to commune fre- 
quently, the general rule seems to be that the Eucharist as com- 
munion is treated rather disparagingly, while the Eucharist as a 
sacrifice seems to be the all-important thing. Even the Pope, when 
celebrating Mass at high festivals, communes only himself and his 
two assistants, not the assembled cardinals.2!) Though communion 
and mass are observed in the same service, there is a vast differ- 
ence between the two, some dogmaticians even treating the mass 
separately in a different connection. As a sacrament the Eucharist 
is permanent, since the Real Presence continues after communion; 
as a sacrifice it is a transient action. As a sacrament it can be 
effected by the consecration of one element; the mass requires 
two. In the sacrament “sanctifying grace” is conveyed to the 
sinner; in the mass, man brings an offering to God. 


Ill 


1) The mass is the heart and center of Roman worship. 
Campegius stated at Augsburg in 1530 that he would rather be torn 
into pieces than give up the mass.32) Without the mass Rome 
actually would cease to be Rome. In the mass the material prin- 
ciple of Rome, the doctrine of work-righteousness, finds full and 
complete expression. Roman dogmaticians prove the necessity of 
a sacrifice, i.e., the duty of man to bring an offering to God, by 
claiming that man stands in a threefold relation of obligation to 
God. (a) As a creature of soul and body, man owes God mental 
and physical adoration. The latter particularly is possible only 
through a physical sacrifice (sacrificia latreutica); (b) as a sinner 


30) Pohle-Preuss, l.c., pp. 218—234; Wilmers, l.c., pp. 548—576. 
Rome’s Neoplatonism comes to the surface in this entire discussion, for 
some dogmaticians have gone so far as to speak of a “conversion of the 
human flesh into that of the God-man.” There is a vast difference 
between Rome’s view and that expressed by Luther, viz., that the mouth 
which orally receives Christ does not know what the heart receives. 
The mouth must live on account of the heart which will live through 
the word. (Cp. St.L., XX, 830—837f.: Large Catechism, Trigl., 768, § 68 
and 742, § 45.) 

31) Hase, Protestantische Polemik, p. 487. 


32) Smalcald Articles, Trigl., 464, § 10. 
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before the Judge, he must appease God’s wrath (propitiatoria); 
(c) as the recipient of many blessings, man has the twofold duty 
of thanking God for past favors and imploring Him for future 
help (sacrificia eucharistica et impetraria). According to Rome a 
sacrifice is absolutely necessary if man is to express in a physical 
way his various obligations to God. (Neoplatonism!) Reason tells 
the Romanist that Christianity requires a sacrifice; for if it had 
none, it would be inferior to the Mosaic religion, in fact, to all pre- 
Christian ethnic religions.*®) Rome, of course, seeks Scripture proof 
and therefore, as Melanchthon somewhere says, consulted the 
concordance s.v. “sacrifice.” The Roman Confutation of 1530 
contains a fair sample of Rome’s exegetical maneuvers. Melanch- 
thon not only refuted Rome’s misinterpretation of such passages 
as Mal.1:10; 3:3; Ps.110:4; Heb.5:1; Dan. 12:11 (daily sacrifice), 
but also showed the fallacy of Rome’s entire argument in favor of 
a sacrifice.3*) . 

2) Satisfied that it has established the necessity of a sacrifice, 
Rome next sets out to demonstrate that the mass, not Christ’s death 
upon the cross, is the real sacrifice. Rome adduces three arguments 
in its contention that the mass is the sacrifice: (a) the words of 
institution “Given and shed for you” (éxxuvvéuevov, pres. part.) 
refer not to the sacrifice on the cross, but to the sacrifice he was 


then and there offering in the Last Supper;®») (b) the argument 
from prescription (in law prescription denotes acquisition of rights 
in property by possession for a certain period): “The Church’s 
legitimate possession as regards the mass can be traced back to the 
beginning of Christianity. It follows that the mass was instituted 
by Christ.” Naturally the Romanists make every effort to show 
that the early communion liturgies contain the consecration, which 


33) The professors of the Christian faith, in order to be able to 
satisfy their duty of worshiping God, must have a permanent sacrifice 
just as well as the Old Testament Jews. This craving of the heart, 
which has deeply imbedded itself in all religions, is not satisfied by the 
sacrifice of the cross, since that was offered “once for all” and in one 
place only. The Catholic Church, being “the mystical Christ,” must 
have a sacrifice of her own, because otherwise she could not fulfil her 
duty of worshiping God in the most perfect manner possible. Pohle- 
Preuss, p.293. This is the old standard argument repeated with mo- 
notonous regularity since the days of Thomas, advanced with great 
fervor by Eck against the Augustana; cp. Plitt, Einleitung, II, 460. 
Cp. also Wilmers, l.c., 488. Soederblom asks: “Why does the mass at- 
tract so many even outside Catholicism?” and answers: “The religious 
idea behind it. God has a share in our suffering.” Christian Fellowship, 
pp. 146—148. 

34) Trigl., 388, § 16—24; 31—40; 52—59. The Confutation is re- 
printed in Luther, St. L., XVI, 1048. 

35) Strange, the Vulgate uses the future fundetur, though Pohle- 
a calls attention to some codices using the present tense funditur, 
p. 308. 
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according to Rome is the real essence of the sacrifice. Thus, Rome 
claims to have been in possession of the mass as a sacrifice since 
the days of Christ; (c) the argument from tradition. Rome’s 
misuse of the Church Fathers is well known, and every statement 
must be examined carefully in its context. 

Is Rome really in earnest when it claims that the Eucharist 
is truly a sacrifice? The popular treatises on the mass impress 
upon the people that for the celebration of the mass an altar 
or at least an altar stone is necessary, that the crucifix must be 
erected, because “the sacrifice of the mass is the same as that 
offered on Calvary.”?® All dogmaticians claim that in essence 
there is no difference between the offering on the cross and 
the sacrifice of the mass, for in each Christ is both Priest and 
Victim. The difference between the two consists only in the man- 
ner of the sacrifice, the one being bloody and the other unbloody, 
for Christ cannot die again. A twofold shedding of blood is 
possible in a sacrifice, the real and the sacramental. The former 
took place on Calvary; the latter occurs when the priest through 
the “two-edged mystic sword” of the words of consecration sep- 


arates the blood from the body.’ The consecration is the real 
sacrificial act, not the breaking of the bread, for this affects only 
the species; nor the communion of the priest. Bellarmine saw 


in the communion the destruction of the sacrificial victim. The 
communion, however, belongs to the integrity of the mass, for 
every sacrifice is followed by a sacrificial banquet. Many questions 
are discussed, and no fewer than seven theories are advanced 
concerning the metaphysical essence of the mass. Is there a real 
slaying of Christ, or is the double consecration only a represen- 


36) Ceremonies of the Mass, Paulist Press, 407 West 59th St., 
New York. 

37) “Das Opfer wird ueberhaupt durch jene Handlung vollzogen, 
durch welche der zu opfernde Gegenstand zerstoert wird oder Ver- 
aenderung zulaesst. Das aber geschieht im gegenwaertigen Falle durch 
die Konsekration: durch sie wird am Heilande selbst auf geheimnisvolle 
Weise eine Veraenderung, eine Zerstoerung bewirkt, durch welche die 
am Kreuze in seinem Leibe selbst vollzogene vergegenwaertigt wird. 
Kraft der Worte oder des Wortlautes wird unter der Gestalt des Brotes 
nur der Leib und unter der des Weines nur das Blut Christi gegen- 
waertig. Das Wort des Priesters ist demnach das geistige Schwert, 
wodurch das Osterlamm auf geheimnisvolle Weise geschlachtet wird.” 
Wilmers, l.c., 541. “Since it was no mere death from suffocation that 
Jesus suffered, but a bloody death, in which His veins were emptied 
of their blood, this condition of separation must receive visible repre- 
sentation on the altar. This condition is fulfilled only by the double 
consecration, which brings before our eyes the body and blood in the 
state of separation and thus represents the mystical shedding of the 
blood. It is this consideration that suggested to the Fathers the idea, 
which was adopted into some liturgies, of the double consecration as 
a two-edged ‘mystical sword.” Pohle-Preuss, p. 347. 
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tative, a dramatic repetition of the slaying of Christ? Does the 
sacrificial act culminate in a kenosis, a real self-abasement or in 
glorification? If it is a kenosis, how does the impassibility of the 
transfigured Lord permit His body and blood to be reduced to the 
condition of food and thus be placed at the mercy of mankind? 
Does the glorified Lord experience an actual suffering? 3® 

3. The benefits of the mass are said to be virtually unlimited. 
Cochem lists 77 graces and fruits which result from a pious hear- 
ing of the mass.3® In accordance with the threefold sacrifice 
which man is obligated to render unto God, the mass has a three- 
fold effect. First, it is the best means whereby man can render 
to God the honor which is due Him, for the mass is the very center 
of Roman worship. Hearing the Word cannot compare with hearing 
the mass, for in the mass “heaven bows down to earth.” The 
second and chief effect of the mass is that it removes the temporal 
punishment due to sin. In practise this me that the mass takes 
sin away and placates God.*®) This is thoroughly unevangelical, 
yea, pagan. Of course, Rome claims that it does not invalidate the 
death of Christ; for do they not “apply the merits of Christ through 
the mass to the individual”? But there is no appropriation on 
the part of the faithful, the benefits are applied to him, i.e., the 
“application” is nothing more than the intention of the priest to 
convey specific blessings to a designated person or persons, present 
or absent, living or dead, Catholic or non-Catholic. There is no 
faith which appropriates the merits of Christ. The third effect of 
the mass is said to consist in temporal blessings. Masses may be 
ordered for every possible contingency and condition in life, for 
success in business, for health, for gaining of friends; nor is it 
necessary to mention to the priest the purpose for which the mass 
is ordered. 

And Rome makes it so easy to obtain these blessings. Every- 
thing is left to the priest. The mass is efficacious ex opere operato 
and will work its effects upon those present, unless a person is in 
mortal sin, laughs, whispers, jokes, disturbs others, or sleeps volun- 


38) Pohle-Preuss, p. 349—370. 

39) Martin v. Cochem, Erklaerung des heiligen Messopfers, 106 ff. 
Examples: Christ’s blood cries for you with as many words as drops 
of blood flowed from His body.— As often as you piously look upon 
the host, you merit a special reward in heaven.— Through every mass 
you earn for yourself the “grace” of a blessed death. — Hearing of the 
mass will avert misfortune and bring temporal blessings. 


40) Trent: “This sacrifice (of the mass) is truly propitiatory. . 
For the Lord, appeased by the oblation thereof and granting the grace 
and gift of penitence, forgives even heinous crimes and sins. . . 
Wherefore not only for the sins, punishments, satisfactions, and other 
necessities of the faithful who are living, but also for those who are 
departed in Christ, and who are not as yet fully eee is it — 
offered, agreeably to a tradition of the apostles.” Sess. XXII, Chap. II. 
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tarily (?) during mass. The opus operatum becomes patent espe- 
cially in private masses. Since the priest is the only acting person, 
no congregation is required. As long as he reads the official text 
in the church language correctly, performs the 500 ceremonies and 
observes the 400 rubrics (none of which dare be omitted without 
committing mortal sin), the mass will accomplish the effect for 
which it is read. And yet Rome is careful not to make it too easy. 
The majority of theologians are agreed that “the satisfactory value 
of a mass is so strictly circumscribed and limited from the outset 
that it (the satisfactory value) accrues pro rata (according to a 
greater or less number of individuals for whom the sacrifice is 
offered) to each of the individual beneficiaries.” What serious 
doubts must this theory raise if it is really brought to the atten- 
tion of the people! The ex-opere-operato theory is modified, 
furthermore, by the theologians when they say that the effects 
of the mass are conditioned also by the disposition of the partici- 
pant (ex opere operantis). The individuals hearing mass are bene- 
fited in proportion to their personal devotion, yes, also the personal 
piety of the celebrant. Cardinal De Lugo goes so far as to say 
that the “value of the mass is dependent on the greater or lesser 
holiness of the reigning Pope, the bishops, and the clergy through- 
out the world,” including even the Church in her members.*! 
Space forbids enumerating the “numerous vermin brood of mani- 
fold idolatries which the dragon tail (mass) has begotten.” (Lu- 
ther.) He was thinking of the stipends; of private masses, espe- 
cially at renowned shrines where the orders for masses far exceed 
the facilities to read them all; of the magical powers ascribed to 
the mass vestments, etc. 

There can be no appeasement as long as Rome clings to its 
doctrine of the Eucharist, and no Romanist will ever give up the 
mass. “Therefore we are and remain forever separate and opposed 
to each other.” 42) F. E. MAYER 


<4-—> 
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Die meffianifhe Weisfagung Yoels 
Luther gibt in feiner beriihmten ,,Worrede auf das Alte Tejtament” 
eine ,furze WUnleitung, Chrijtum und das Cbangelium zu fucden im 
Wlten Tejtament”. Er fagt in feiner ebenfall3 beriihmten ,,Vorrede 
auf die Propheten”, dak wir ,,diefe mit Ernjt und Mub lefen und ge- 
braudjen follen. Denn erjtlic) verfiindigen und begeugen fie Chrijti 


41) Pohle-Preuss, 385—397. 
42) Luther, in Smalcald Articles, Trigl., 464. 
1) St. Qouifer Ausg. XIV, 16. 
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Ronigreicdh, darin twir jebt Teben und alle Chriftglaubigen bisher ge- 
lebt haben und Ieben werden bis an der Welt Ende. Und das ijt uns 
gar ein ftarfer Troft und troftlide Starke, dak wir fiir unfer driftlid 
Leben fo madtige und alte Beugen haben, dadurd unfer driftlicer 
Glaube gar hoch getriftet wird, dak er der redjte Stand fet bor Gott.... 
Dafiir find uns nun die Propheten gut, wie St. Petrus riihmt 1 Petr. 
1,12, dak die Propheten haben’s nicht ihnen felbft dargetan, twas ihnen 
offenbaret ijt, fondern un, un3 ({pridt er) haben fie e3 dargetan. 
Denn fie haben un3 alfo gedient mit ihrem Weisfagen” .» 

Nachdem wir nun fcjon bei dem erften Sdhriftpropheten Obadja 
meffianifde Weisfagung gefunden haben, freilich fehr furg und nod 
ftarf verbiillt (val. das Auguftheft diefer Beitidrift, S. 603), finden 
wir bet dDem nadhjten Propheten, Yoel, fcon einen groken Fort{dhritt 
in Ddiefer Hinficht, und befonder3s fommen dafiir zwei Stellen in Bez 
tradjt: Rap. 2,23 die Weisfagung vom ,, Lehrer zur Gered}tigfeit” und 
Rap. 3, 1—5 die Anfiindigung der wunderbaren reiden AusgieRung des 
GHeiligen Geiftes. Beide Stellen hangen, wie twir fehen twerden, gu-z 
fammen, twir behandeln fie Darum aud gujammen. Und twahrend die 
erfte ettvas umijtritten ift, fo ift die giweite fehr flar und deutlich, eine 
dex gropten und twidhtigiten Weisfagungen des gangen Alten Tejta- 
ment3, fo dak fdon Luther mit Recht in feiner fleinen Vorrede auf 
unfern Bropheten fagt: ,€r ijt im Neuen Teftament hoch beriihmt, 
denn St. Petrus gzeucht ihn Hervor Wpoft.2,16.17. Und mug Doel 
die erfte Predigt geben, fo in der dhrijtlidjen Kircje gefdhehen ijt, namlidj 
auf den Pfingfttag gu Serufalem, da der Heilige Geift jebt geqeben war. 
Go fiihrt St. Paulus Rim. 10,13 den Sprucdh auch gar herrlid: Wer 
den Namen de3 HErrn anrujt, foll felig werden‘, welder auch im 
Soel, Rap. 3,5, fteht.”“ » 

Die erjte Stelle findet fich mitten in der Wufforderung Yoels zur 
wreude DdDariiber, Daf Gott bei der fchrectliden Doppelplage der Heu- 
fhreden und der Diirre auf die Bue und Bitte feines Volfes Hin fic 
feiner erbarmen, die Plage befeitigen und ihm reichen leibliden und 
geiftliden Segen befderen will. Das Land foll fich freuen, Kap. 2, 21, 
Die Tiere des Feldes follen fich freuen, V. 22, und bor allem follen fic 
die Sohne Zions freuen, V.23. Der widtige Vers lautet in wortlider 
iiberfebung: 

Und ifr Sihne Bions, frohlodet und freuet 
eugd in Sehovah, eurem Gott. Denn er gibt eugd 
Den Lehrer gur Geredtigfeit und lafRt herabfom- 
men auf eud Regenguh, Fribregen und Spatregen 
guerft. Die Sohne Zions find nicht bloR die Vetwohner Yerujalems. 
Die Einwohner der Hauptftadt find nur genannt als Reprafentanten 
deS Reides Buda. Die Heujehrectenplage hat ja nicht bloR Serujalem 


2) XIV, 33. 3) XIV, 56. 
52 
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getroffen, fondern das ganze Land. Deshalb twourden auch alle Be- 
wohner gum Subgottesdienft gufammengerufen, Rap.1,2.14; 2,16. 
So mu aud die Wufforderung gum Bubel fid auf alle Bewwohner des 
Landes begiehen. Gie follen fich freuen in Yehovah; der Grund ihrer 
ereude liegt in ifm, in Jehovah, ihrem Gott. Durch Abwendung der 
Strafe und Zulwendung neuen Segens hat er fich ihnen als ihr Gott 
begeugt. 

Der Segen ijt aber giweifader Art. Gott gibt ihnen den Lehrer 
auc Geredhtigfeit und fpendet ihnen reichlidjen Regen. Das ift der 
Grund ihrer Freude. Freilid) find nun die Worte Ap Id MIDA-NS 
bon jeher berfdieden erflart worden. Luther und unfere andern Wus- 
leger iiberfeben da3 Wort moreh mit ,Nehrer”, Calvin und andere 
altere und neuere Cregeten mit ,,Frithreqen”. Die Authorized Version 
jagt: “former rain moderately”, hat aber al8 Randbemerfung die 
itberjebung “a teacher of righteousness”; die Revised Version iiber- 
fest: “former rain in just measure”. Luther bemerfte im Qabre 
1528: ,,Hebraica ista vox magnam facit in translatoribus varie- 
tatem“ und neigte fich gu der tiberfebung , Regen”, ,,quia dabit vobis 
imbrem misericorditer“.2) Gpdater iiberfebte er jedoch ,ehrer”, und 
fon der alte jiidifde Gelehrte Wbarbanel verjtand darunter den 
Meffias. Mun bedeutet moreh offenbar im Iebten VerSteil ,,Friih- 
regen” nach dem RKontert. Beachtensiwert ift jedoch, dak Friihregen 
fonft immer joreh beift, nur bier moreh. Offenbar gebraudt Yoel 
bier das Wort moreh wegen de3 Gleidflangs mit dem erjten moreh, 
und wir haben ein Wortipiel angunehmen. Dasfelbe Wort wird giwei- 
mal in einem Werfe gebraucht, aber in berjdiedener Bedeutung. 
Wn der erften Stelle mug moreh namlid) Lehrer, Untertveifer, in- 
structor, teacher, beigen. Dicfe Bedeutung deS Wortes ijt fprachlicd 
leicht gu erflaren, abgeleitet bon 77°, unteriveifen, Tehren, und ift im 
Hiphil gang gewshnlidh im Alten Teftament, wie jedes Worterbud 
geigt. Stellen mie 2@hron.15,3; Bef.9,14; 30,20; Hiob 36, 22 
bindigieren die Bedeutung ,Xehrer” fiir moreh. €8 fann hier nidt 
eriihregen heigen, twas an fich ja fprachlich miglid) ware. Dann mare 
fon der beftimmte Artifel ,den Lehrer” nicht recht gu erflaren. 
Webder joreh, Friihregen, nod) malkosch, Gpatregen, Hat jemals den 
Urtifel. Das Wort Regen” ftiinde dann auch viermal im Verfe, gu oft 
fiir einen fold eleganten Gdhreiber, twie Yoel eS ift, und e8 ftiinde in 
merfwiirdiger Reihenfolge. Wor allem aber entfdheidet der Bufas 
lizedakah, ,3ur Geredhtigfeit”, gegen diefe Faffung. Dagu paft 
noribregen” in feiner Weife; e gibt feinen ordentliden Ginn: Friih- 
regen gur Geredhtigfeit. Réinig und Gefenius wollen darum fier dic 
Bedeutung ,gnadige Gefinnung, Sarmberzigfeit”, annehmen, wie fon 
Nuther in feiner friiheren Hberjebung e$ mit misericorditer twieder- 


4) Weimarer Ausgabe 13, 107. 
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gegeben hat; aber das ift eine Bedeutung, die zedakah nidjt hat. 
Oder man miipte umdeuten: Friihregen nad redtem Map oder gu 
rechter Zeit, wie e3 die englifden iiberjegungen tun, twas aber ebenfalls 
fprachlic) nicht geht. Zedakah hat eben nur ethifde Bedeutung, ,Ge- 
redtigfeit”, fommt nirgends in phhfijhem Sinn vor. Luthers itber- 
febung in feiner Bibel ift die eingig ridtige, die aud) fdon von der 
Bulgaia (doctorem iustitiae), von Hengitenberg, Keil, Delibjd, Mery 
und andern nambaften neueren Wuslegern angenommen wird. Gott 
fdentt einen Lehrer gur Geredhtigfeit, einen, der Antweijung gibt, twie 
man zur Geredhtigfeit fommen fann, gum gottgefalligen Zujtand. 

Uber wer ift nun diefer Lehrer? Mande AWusleger denfen an Yoel 
felbjt. Go halt 3.B. von Orelli die iberfebung Lehrer”, ,,Unter- 
tweifer”, fiir richtig, fagt aber: ,,Diefer Unteriweifer ijt nicht der 
Meffias oder cin fiinftiger Lehrer, fondern der Prophet, der das Volk 
zur Supe gerufen hat.” > Das ift ja in getviffem Ginn richtig, er- 
fchipft aber nicht den Wusdruck; und e3 ware doch auch fehr merfiviirdig, 
wenn Yoel fich felbft ohne mweiteres al3 den Lehrer gur Geredhtigfeit 
begeicjnet hatte, wenn er feine cigene Gendung dem Bolf als Grund 
de3 QubelZ nenren wiirde. Wndere, die das ganze Buch {pater datieren, 
denfen an den frommen Rinig Yofia; andere hegen nod andere An- 
fidten. Uber der Wusdrud deutet offenbar auf einen gang befonderen 
Lehrer hin, toie der (in der deutfden und englifcen hberfebung feblende) 
beftimmte Urtifel angeigt; und das ift der Meffias. Wir haben hier 
ein Beifpiel, dak die meffianifde Weisfagung gang unbvermittelt neben 
die leiblicje tritt, die heilSgefchidtlide neben die gecitgefdhicdtlide. Died 
ift oft der Fall; vgl. 3.8. Sef. 7,10—17. Wir diirfen uns darum 
nidt dDaran ftoRen, dak diefer Gegen mitten unter den leibliden Seg- 
nungen genannt twird. 

Dak der Meffias gemeint ijt, beftatigt fodann auch der Kontert. 
Nah BV. 27 wohnt Yehovah unter feinem Volf, in ihrer Mitte; das 
Auftreten de3 Lehrers fallt gujammen mit der Gegenwart des HErrn. 
Und befonder3 wird die} durch Kap. 3,1 beftatigt: Nach diefem will 
id ausgieBen meinen Geift”. Diefes ,,nad diefem” entfpridt dem ,am 
Anfang”, ,Zguerft”, am Sehluk unfers Verfes. CErft fommt der Lehrer 
gur Geredhtigfeit, und dann folgt die GeifteSausgiehung. Rap. 3,1 
ift aber offenbar eine Weisfagung auf Pfingften, wie alle Ausleger 
annehmen und fo liegt e3 nage, bet dem Lehrer an Chriftum gu denfen. 
Diefer Lehrer fandte wirflid) nad feiner Gimmelfahrt den Geift aus 
der Hohe, Apoft.1 und 2, befonder3 2,33: Nun er”, der gekreugigte, 
auferftandene und gen Simmel gefahrene Chriftus, ,durdh die Rechte 
Gottes erhihet ift und empfangen hat die Verheifung de3 Heiligen 
Geiftes bom Vater, hat er auSgegoffen dies, was ihr fehet und iret.” 
Darum fagt Luther, der aud) in feinen Predigten immer der grofe 


5) Kurggefabter Kommentar von Strad-Bidler, ©. 245. 
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Hermeneut und Exeget ijt, in feiner frommen, findliden Weife: Da 
fehen wir nun, tie die lieben Wpoftel fein ftimmen mit den heiligen 
PKropheten. Yeh hatte das nicht erjehen finnen, dak diefe Weisfagung 
de Propheten Yoel von dem gefreugigten YEju von Nagareth follte 
berftanden iwerden und daR das Wort , Sch will ausgiefen‘ follt’ fo viel 
heigen als: YEfus, bon den Buden gefreugigt, hat ausgegofjen. Aber 
der Heilige Geift hatte e3 den Apoftelnu offenbart, dak fie die Schrift 
verftanden. Sarum deutet St. Petrus, wer der ,Ych‘ fei, und fagt, e3 
fet SEjus bon Nazareth; derfelbe fei der Gott, der durch den Pro- 
pheten Yoel fpricht: ,3ch will ausgieRen bon meinem Geijt.‘“© Dap 
aber der Mejfias gerade alS Lehrer begeichnet wird, ijt leicht er- 
flarlid. Schon Mojes hatte ihn als den grogen Propheten der Bufunft 
bezeicdjnet, den der HErr YSrael ertueden werde, Deut. 18, 15.18. 
Chriftus ift wirflid) Der Prophet, 6 xeopyms, der grofe, eingigartige 
Prophet, Joh. 1, 21; 3, 2; Luk. 7, 16. Und er ijt aud wirflid ein 
Nehrer ,,gur Gerechtigfeit”. Cr geigt, wie man gu der Gerechtigfeit, die 
bor Gott gilt, gelangen fann. 

Ym Wnfedhlug an diefe furge meffianifdhe Weisfagung von der 
Perfon und dem Amt de3 Meffias faffen wir nun die groge, ausfiihr- 
Tiche Weisfagung von der AusgieRung de3 Geiftes in der meffianijdjen 
Beit, Rap. 3,1—5, ins Auge. 

Und eS wird gefdehen nadbher, ausgiegken will 
idm meinen Geift iitber alles Fleifh, und weisfagen 
werden eure Goihne und eure Tighter, eure Alten 
werden ZTraume tradumen, eure Diinglinge werden 
Gefidte fehen, BV. 1. ,MNah diefem”, ,nachher”, tweift, wie fdon 
bemerft, auf Rap. 2,23 guriic&. Dort war eine erfte Gabe genannt, 
nim Anfang”, ,guerjt“. MNacdhdem jedod der Lehrer zur Gerechtigfeit 
gegeben, nachdem der Meffias erfchienen ift, wird ein giweites Wunder 
der meffianifden Zeit gefhehen. Durch diefe Verbindung wird die Wus- 
gieBung de3 Geiftes gugleidh als cine Folge der Gabe des Lchrers 
begeichnet. Gachlich richtig ijt diefes ,nadher”, Apojt.2,17 mwieder- 
gegeben mit ,in den lebten Tagen”, “in the last days”. Mit der 
AusgieBung de3 Geiftes ijt eben die lebte Beit angebroden. Wir be- 
gegnen Hier wieder Ddiefem befannten terminus technicus fiir Die 
meffianife Beit, der fich fowohl in der Weisfagung, 1 Mtof. 49, 1. 
10—12; 4 Mof. 24, 14. 17—24; Sef. 2, 2; Mida 4, 1, wie in 
der Erfiillung, 1 Ror. 10,11; Hebr. 1, 2, findet. Mit der meffianifden 
Beit hat tatfacdhlich die Tebte Beit begonnen. Alle groRen Gottestaten 
gum Geile der Welt find gefdehen, die Sdhipfung, die Erlsfung, die 
Geiftesausgiehung; nur eine ift noch iibrig, die Vollendung am Ende 
der Welt. Sh will ausgiefRen”, lautet die Weisfagung. Der 
Redende ijt Jehovah, der als Bundesgott inmitten feines Volfes twohnt, 


6) XII, 2073. 
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Rap. 2,27, genauer der Meffias, der die3 alles tun wird gum Geile der 
Menfehen und durch den Gott fdlieblich auch die Welt richten wird, 
Yoh. 5,27; Apoft.17,31. Und der Ausdruc ,ausgiefen” ijt gewahlt 
mit Begiehung auf den Regengug, ows, Kap. 2,23. Er befagt ein 
bisher unerhirtes Mak der Verleihung de3 Geiftes, eine Mitteilung 
in reichfter Fille, ijt auch fonft fehr paffend, weil auch andertwarts der 
Seilige Geift mit Wafer und fruchtbarem Regen verglicden wird, 
Sef. 44, 3; Gefek. 36, 25—27; Sach. 12, 10; 13,1; Yoh. 7, 37—39. 
Da Fehovah der Redende ijt, fo ift e3 der Geift Yehovahs, der ausge- 
gofien twird, der Geift, der die Heiligen Manner Gottes des Alten 
Bundes erfiillte, der aus den Propheten redete. Auch im Alten 
Teftament ijt die Lehre bom Heiligen Geijte geoffenbart, 1 Moj. 6, 3; 
Gf. 38, 6; 51, 18; 189, 7; Bef. 11, 2; 44, 8; 63, 10; Sefef. 
36, 27; Gach. 12, 10 uftv.; und diefer Geijt Jehovahs ijt derfelbe, 
der im Neuen Teftament der Geift des Vaters, der Geift Chrijti, der 
Geift Gottes heift, der Geift der Wahrheit, der Heilige Geift uftw., 
Matth. 28, 19; Boh. 14—16; Apoft. 5, 3. 4; 1 Kor. 2, 10—16; 
2 Retr. 1,21; 1 Yoh. 5, 6-—8 uj. 8 ift die dritte Perfon der Gott- 
eit, Der infonderheit das Werk der Heiligung gugefdricben wird, daz 
Kringip des geiftlidjen Lebens und der geijtlidjen Kraft. Darum erflart 
eben St. Petrus, wie tir jchon gefehen haben, Apojt.2,33, unjere 
Stelle fo: ,@hriftus hat ausgegoffen dies, twas ihr fehet und 
horet.” Der Pfingjtgeijt ijt die Gabe des erhohten Heilandes, und 
Chrijtus ift der Jehovah des Alten Bunde3, wie Luther in der aus einer 
feiner Pfingftpredigten fcjon angefiihrten Stelle betont.” 

Diefer Geift foll ausgegofjen werden ,iiber alles Fleifh’. Der 
Wusdrud bezeichnet den denfbar griften, tweiteften Umfang. Wer nur 
Sleifd ijt, wer nur Menfeh ift, foll den Geift Gottes empfangen, auch 
die Heiden, twie der Zufammenhang geigt, BV. 5, nicht blog Ysrael. Mit 
demjelben Wusdruc wird auch fonjt die gefamte Menfchheit begeidnet, 
1 Moj. 6, 12.13; und negativ Matth. 24,22, ,,fein Menfd”, no flesh, 
ox Gv éowdyn adoa odg& Aber e3 ijt Torheit und Frevel, tenn 
rationaliftifhe Eregeten dabei aud) an die vernunftlofen Tiere denfen, 
fogar an die Geufehrecen. ,, ¥leijch”, wa, ode, fteht aber gugleich im 
Gegenjabk gu Geijt, nn, xvedpa, und begeidnet auch Hier gugleid die 
menfdlide Natur nad ihrer Untiidhtigfeit gum geiftliden und gittlicden 
Leben. Doh durd die Ausgiehung de3 Geiftes wird diefer Zuftand 
geandert. Denn nun wird die Wirkung des Geiftes am Fleifeh be- 
{ehrieben: lind“, dad ift fo viel wie ,fo dak” ,eure Sohne und 
Vidter werden mweisfagen.” Die’ Glieder der Ptenfchheit werden 
fpegialifiert. Cie werden alle tatig fein al Organe des Geijte3, ohne 
Unterjdhied des Gefdhledhis (CSihne und Todhter), des Alters (Greife 
und Diinglinge), des Stande3 (Knedhte und Magde, BV.2). Gie alle 


; 7) Flix die Pfingftpredigt find befonder$ 3u beachten feine beiden Predigten 
in der Hauspoftille, XII, 2046. 2062, und feine UWuslegung Yoel, VI, 1574. 
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werden den Heiligen Geift mit feinen Gaben empfangen und twerden 
PKropheten Gottes fein. Gie werden gittlide Dinge fdauen, tie die 
Propheten fie fhauten. Nur die Form, in der fie diefe empfangen, 
ijt berfdieden, und eS wird eine Dreifade Weije der Mitteitung genannt. 
Die Sohne und Todhter werden tweisfagen, 3X33, twovon der tedhnifde 
Ausdrud fiir , Prophet”, x12, Sprecher, abgeleitet ijt. Sie werden von 
Gott gelehrt fein durd den Geift, der ihnen die Wahrheit fagt, und 
werden infolgedeffen meisfagen, das heift, die Offenbarung andern 
mitteilen. Weisfagen ijt eben der allgemeine Wusdruc fiir prophetifde 
Verfiindigung. Die Alten werden Traume haben und die Viinglinge 
Gefidte fehen. Aud) Traume und Vifionen werden vom Heiligen Geift 
gewirft. Cr hat eben Cinflugk auf das ganze innere Leben. Die ifn 
empfangen, Haben heilige Dinge, heilige Bilder vor Augen, er heiligt 
und durddringt aud das Traumleben, wie Stichardt, dem wir in 
Diefer gangen Wusfiihrung vielfach folgen, in einer gang getvaltigen 
Pfingitpredigt zeigt. Die verfdiedenen Pradifate, die der Prophet 
in unferm Berje gebraudt, fommen eigentlid) jamtliden Gubjeften gu. 
Gie find auseinandergebhalten, um bverfdiedene Glieder gu bilden nad 
der rhetorijhen Figur der Yndividualifierung oder Spegialifierung. 
Pfychologifd verfehrt meinten Rationaliften wie Hibig und Credner, 
Dak der Geift Gottes im gefdwadten Geijte des Greifes fich nur nod 
durch Traume und Nachtgefichte offenbare; die nod) fraftige, lebhafte 
Phantafie de3 Fiinglings und Mannes habe Gefidte des Tages, eigent- 
lide BVifionen; in der Geele des Rindes aber wirfe der Geift nur als 
furor sacer. uther betont vielmebr fehr treffend: ,,Weisfagung, 
Gefidht und Traume find ein und dadsfelbe, namlid die Erfenntni3 
Gottes durch Chriftum, welde der Heilige Geift durd das Wort de3 
Evangelii entziindet.”® Aber die Verteilung der eingelnen Pradifate 
ift nicht gufallig und willfiirlidh. Die Sihne und Todhter follen weis- 
fagen. Wegen der andern BVersglieder find damit die Kinder gemeint. 
Sdon die Kinder werden bon Gott gelehrt. Der Geift Gottes ift in 
ifnen, dDarum tweisfagen fie, reden von dem Geil, das in Chrifto ift. 
Die Diinglinge werden Vifionen fdauen. Ym Giinglingsalter ift der 
menfdlicde Geift am lebhafteften; da wird der Geijft Gottes auc die 
Phantafie erleudten und hHeiligen. Die Greife werden Traume 
traumen. Ym WAlter ijt die menfdlide Natur gum Schlummer gencigt. 
Wher nod im hodjten Alter werden die Greije bon dem reden, twas 
Gottes ijt. Wlles find altteftamentlide Wusdriice, die aber neutefta- 
mentlid gu verftehen find und feine Stiike bilden fiir allerlet Schtwar- 
mer und Sdwarmerinnen alter und neuer Beit, fiir vorgeblide Pro- 
phetinnen, fiir Catherine Booth und die ganze Heilsarmee gur Stiibung 


8) Wir haben diefe Predigt felbft gehirt und nachgefdrieben al Student 
im Sabre 1883; fie wurde fpiter gedrudt in den ,WdventSpredigten” diefeS her- 
borragenden Uuslegers unferer Kirche, S. 229—238. 


9) VI, 1593. 
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der Frauenpredigt in der Kirdhe. Auch Frauen find Organe des Geiftes 
Gottes, find aber nicht alS Lehrer der Kirche beftimmt. 

Und aud iiber die Rnedte und iiber die Magde 
will id in jenen Tagen ausgiekRen meinen Geift, 
BY. 2. Die Geiftesausgiefung iiber die Knedhte und Magde wird hier 
alg ettvaS Wuperordentliches hingugefiigt, ,und fogar”. RKnechte und 
Magde find namlid hier als leibeigene Sflaven gemeint, twas jchon 
in den Hebraijehen Worten liegt, die darum auc Apoft.2,18 mit 
dovAovg und SovdAac twiedergegeben werden. Nie hatte im AUlten Lejta- 
ment ein Sflave die Gabe der Weisfagung empfangen. Wmos war 
gwar ein Qirte, aber fein leibeigener Sflave. Aber wenn diefer Zeit- 
punft eintritt, wird in Ddiefer Beziehung fein Unterfdhied mehr aiwifden 
Herren und Sflaven fein, Gal.3,28. Alle empfangen diefelbe reiche 
Gabe de$ Heiligen Geijte3, aus allen madt der Geijt Gottes neue 
geiftlicje RKreaturen. Apoft.2,18 wird nach der tiberjebung der 
Septuaginta da3 Wort pov hingugefiigt: meine RKnedhte und meine 
Magde. Mur die Knedhte und Magde find Objefte der Geijtesaus- 
giehung, die fich gu Gott halten und feinen Namen anrufen, nach B. 5. 
Diefe GeiftesausgieRung wird nun Hier dargeftellt als ein Kenngciden 
der neuteftamentliden Beit. Gie gefchieht ,in jenen Tagen”. Freilid 
war auch fon im Alten Teftament der Geijt Gottes wirffam. Alle 
Frommen YSraels waren durch den Geift neugeboren. Vgl. die gu BV. 1 
angefiihrten Stellen. Aber wie Chriftus im Alten Bunde nod verborgen 
toar, fo twar auch der Geift FEfu Chrijti noch nidt offenbar. Bgl. Yoh. 
7,39: ,Das" (bon den Strdmen de3 lebendigen Waffers) ,,jagte er 
aber bon dem Geift, twelchen empfahen follten, die an ifn glaubten; 
Denn der Heilige Geift war nod nicht da”, otxw yao iv xvetua, ,,denn 
SEfus war nod) nicht verflaret” (um den bermeintliden dogmatifden 
AnjtoR gu befeitigen, als ob e3 im Alten Teftament feinen Geift gegeben 
habe, tourde in manden griedhifden Manuffripten hingugefiigt Sedouévoc 
oder éx’ adtois). Das ijt eben das Neue im Neuen Teftament, dah 
der Geift Gottes als Geift Chrifti fic) offenbart. Er macht die drift- 
Tiden Geheimnifje, die durch Chriftum geoffenbart find, fund. Und er 
geugt bon Chrijto, dak Gott ibn gum HErrn und Chrift gemacht hat, 
Apoft. 2,36. Ferner ift gu beadjten das stveimal gebraudjte Wort ,,aus- 
gieBen”. Der Ausdrucé begeichnet eine Mitteilung in Kraft und Fiille. 
Und tatfacdlicdh gibt es im Neuen Teftament ein biel reideres Mak de3 
Geijtes als im Alten Teftament. Die Chriften des Neuen Bundes 
fehen biel tiefer in die gittliden Gebheimniffe. Bgl. Quf. 10, 23. 24. 
Und fehlieblich ijt auf den Ausdrucf ,iiber alles Fleifch” gu adchten, das 
heipt, aud) iiber die Heiden. Ym Alten Teftament twar der Geift 
wwefentlic) auf BSrael befdranft. Ym Neuen Teftament hat er feine 
Sdhranke. Das geigt eben die Erfiillung de3 Neuen Teftament3. Apojt. 
2, 16—39 wmeift Petrus nad, dak Yoel Wort gu Pfingften mahr 
tourde, und gwar auf das genauefte. CErft ijt Chriftus gefommen, B. 22, 
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und dann hat der erhibte Chriftus den Geijt ausgegoffen, BV. 33. Apoft. 
10,45 toundern fich dDarum die Budendrijten gunadft, dak auch iiber 
Die Heiden der Geift ausgegofjen tourde. Aber gerade die manderlei 
Spraden gu Pfingften deuteten hin auf ,alles Fleifdh”, und Petrus fagt 
aud) ausdriicdlid, dak jenes Pfingften nur der Anfang der Erfiillung 
twar. © foll durch das gange Neue Teftament fo fortgehen; auch iiber 
Die fernen Qeiden foll der Geijt ausgegoffen werden, Apoft. 2, 38.39. 
Und fo gehen nun durd) die Rirde, die aus allerlet Volf in aller Welt 
gefammelt wird, Strime de$ Geijtes und fiillen die Erde mit der ECr- 
fenntni$ dDe$ OErrn. 

Und id will geben Wunderzgeidhden am Himmel! 
und auf der Erde, Slut und Feuer und Raudfaulen, 
B. 3. Wenn Gott den Geift mit feinen Wundergaben und Gnadenz 
gaben ausgiekt, wird er aud) SdhrecenSzeichen geben, und fo fdlieft 
fid B.3 an B.2 an al einfade Fortjebung. Die GeijteSausgieRung 
ijt eben noch nicht die BVollendung de3 Reides Gottes; aber dieje 
Wunder und Beichen find die Vorboten de3 endlicen Gerichts, BW. 4. 
Golde Wunder gefdehen auf CErden, B.3, und am Himmel, BW. 4. 
Die ganze Natur predigt dann bom nahen Endgericdht. Der erjte Wus- 
druc, , Wunderzeiden”, onDin, ift cin allgemeiner Ausdruc, begeichnet 
auferordentlide, munderbare, drohende Naturerjdeinungen, téeata. 
Und diejfe Wundergeichen werden dann fpesialifiert: Blut, Feuer und 
Raudfaulen als Beichen auf Erden. Blut und Feuer erinnern an die 
agyptijden Plagen, das Blut an die Verwandlung de3 Nilwaffers in 
Blut, das Feuer an die Feuerflumpen, die mit Dem Hagel gur Erde 
fielen, 2 Mof. 7, 17—25; 9, 22—-26. Gie famen iiber tighpten als 
Vorgeidjen de3 Gericht3. Blut und Feuer deuten nun hin auf Blut- 
bergieBung und Krieg, und Raucdhfaulen wirbeln auf im Krieg vom 
gweuer brennender Stadte. Auch gu de Meffias Beiten wird auperlid 
nod Krieg fein, nicht fichtbares Gliic und irdifder Friede. Der 
Chiliasmus ijt auch wider diefe Stelle der Schrift. Das Meffiasreid 
ijt und bleibt auf Erden ein RKreugreich, denn diefe Plagen follen ja 
dem Diingjten Tage boraufgehen, V.4. Gie twerden die gottlofe Welt 
treffen. Wuch im Neuen Teftament merden eben nit alle die Gabe 
deS Hetligen Geijtes annehmen. C3 wird auc) dann nocd Unglaubige 
geben, e3 wird auch dann noch Feindfdhaft fein awifden Gottes Reich 
und der Welt Reich. Und wie einft Wgypten, fo wird auch dann die 
Welt gegiichtigt und geftraft werden. Bgl. Matth. 24, 6B—9. 

Die Sonne wird fish wandeln in Finfternis und 
der Mond in Blut bor dem KRommen des Tages Jez 
Hovahs, de8 grogfen und furdtbaren, B.4. Mun mere 
den die Zeihen am Himmel genannt. Die Gonne vberfinftert fid, und 
der Mond nimmt einen triiben, blutroten Sdein an. Auch diefe Beichen 
haben ihr Vorbild an der aghptifden Plage, an der dicfen, dreitagigen 
ginjternis und an der Heujdredenplage, 2 Mof.10,21—23; und 





Kleine Prophetenftudien 825 


aud fonft wird in der Sdhrift die Verfinfterung der Himmelslicter 
erwahnt, teil alg Vorbote des herannahenden Geridts, Yoel 2, 2. 10, 
teilZ alS Beichen de3 Anbruchs deS Geridht3tages, vgl. Rap. 3, 20; 
Sef. 13,10; Amos 8,9; Hefek. 32, 7.8; Matth. 24,29; Luf. 21, 25. 
Was fiir Beidhen das eigentlich fein twwerden, laRt fich nicht naher be- 
ftimmen; tir miiffen aber bet den Worten bleiben. Die Gonne wird 
twirflich finfter twerden und der Mond blutigrot. Gie werden nidt nur 
iren heilfamen Cinflug verlieren, fondern auch pofitiv Berderben 
bringen. Die Worte gehen alfo nicht auf NaturerfHeinungen, die von 
Zeit gu Beit miederfehren, auf gewdhnlide Gonnen- und Mondfinfter- 
niffe, fondDern auperordentlicke Exrfdeinungen find gemeint. Gie fiin- 
digen den GeridhtStag an ebenfo wie das Heufdredenheer, Rap. 1, 15; 
2,11. Durch die Bue de3 Volks ift er noch einmal abgetwandt worden, 
aber fchlieBlich mu er iiber die Welt fommen. Val. die Semerfungen 
im Oftoberheft, S.748 ff. Diefer Tag Fehovahs begeichnet dann den 
Wbfehlup der gangen Crdengefdidte. CS ift der Tag des Borns iiber 
alle gottlojfe Wefen und alle Ungeredhtigfeit der Menfchen, der dies irae, 
Rim. 1,18; 2,5; Sef. 13, 6; Wmos 5, 18; Beph. 1, 14. Er bringt 
den Feinden der Kirche das endlide Verderben. Gie haben fich den Geift 
Gottes nicht ftrafen fafjen, und dDarum wird e3 ihnen gehen wie in den 
Tagen Noahs, 1 Mof. 6, 3; Luk. 17, 22—37. GrofR wird der Tag 
genannt, teil er grok und twichtig ijt fiir jeden Mtenfden, aber auch, 
wie fcdhon Yoh. Gerhard in feinen Loci anmerft, weil Gott an dem 
Tage grofe Dinge ausridten wird. Furchtbar, erfdreclid) Heipt er, 
teil er die Unglaubigen in Angft und Schrecen feben twird, fo dak fie 
fagen twerden gu den Bergen und Felfen: ,Fallet auf uns und ber- 
berget un3 bor dem WAngefichte de3, der auf dem Stubl fibt, und bor 
dem Zorn de Lamme3”, Wpof. 6,16. Den Kindern Gottes aber bringt 
er die endlide Crlofung, uf. 21, 28. 

Und eS wird gefdehen, jeder, der anrufen wird 
den Namen JehovahF, wird gerettet werden; denn 
auf dem Serge Bion und in Yerufalem mird Er- 
rettung fein, wie Jehovah gefagt hat, und unter 
den Ubriggebliebenen, weldhe Jehovah rufen will, 
B.5. Bn diefer allgemeinen Schrecken3zeit fdiibt nur eins, die Buflucht 
gu Sehovah; und diefer Vers fchildert das felige Los der Glaubigen 
gegeniiber der Welt, die der Verdammni3 anheimfallt. C3 wird ge- 
fhehen”, namlich in jenen Tagen, V.2. Da wird e3 doch auch folde 
geben, die gerettet werden, gerettet bor dem endliden Zorn und feinen 
PRlagen. Das Hier gebraudhte Wort pon heift eigentlich entwifdjen, 
entrinnen; die Septuaginta hat e3 mit owdjoetar iiberfebt, und dDaraus 
ift Dann der neuteftamentlide Ausdruc owrtneia, Heil, Seligfeit, ent- 
ftanden. Gerettet wird werden, wer immer den Namen Yehovahs an-z 
ruft, ein Wusdruc, der fich fehon 1 Mof. 4,26; 12,8 und fonjt findet. 
Er begeichnet das Vefenntni3 zu Gott und die innige Anrufung Gottes. 
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Das Befenntnis de3 Mundes ift Wusdruct de3 Hergensglaubens. Und 
der Name des HErrn ift gemeint, der nad Kap. 2,27 in der Mitte 
Ssrael3 twohnt, der Heil- und BundeSgott, der Name, durd den 
Sehovah fich offenbart. Das ift der Meffias, in dem Gott gegen- 
wartig ift. Deshalb nennt aud St. Petrus ohne mweiteres Chriftum als 
Ddiefen HErrn, den Gefreugigten und Wuferftandenen, Apoft. 2, 16—21. 
22—36. Und bie diefen Namen anrufen, find diefelben, die den Geift 
empfangen haben; denn das ift eben die Wirkung de3 Geijtes, dak man 
Gott anruft. Gie werden gelehrt fein bon Gott mit dem Namen de3 
HErrn. ,Denn auf dem Verge Bion und in Yerujalem wird Errettung 
fein.” Das Wort ,,Errettung, Entrinnen”, das Subjtantivum bon dem 
im erften VerSteil fich findenden Verbum, wird hier von Perfonen ge- 
braudt, fteht alg abstractum pro concreto, ,,€ntronnene, Gerettete’, 
das heift nad) dem Bufammenbhang, dem Gericdt Entnommene. 3 
fteht parallel mit dem folgenden ony, ,,itbriggebliebene, iibrige“. 
Mit dem Berge Bion und mit Yerufalem ift jedod nicht die irdifde 
Hauptitadt des jiidifden Reis gemeint, nicht der leiblidje Tempelberg. 
Wir haben hier ja eine Weisfagung auf die Beit des Neuen Teftaments, 
und Zion, Yerufalem, wird bier typifd gebraucht von der Kirche de3 
Neuen Teftaments. CE find altteftamentlicde Wusdriide in neutefta- 
mentlidem Sinn, wie auch alle Exegeten auger den Chiliaften gugeben. 
Zion tar nun im Alten Teftament die Statte der Offenbarung Gottes; 
Serujfalem war der Ort, wo der HErr feines Namens Gedadtnis ge- 
ftiftet hatte, und eben dies ift dann auch die Bedeutung des neutefta- 
mentliden Zion-erufalem. Auch im Neuen Teftament gibt e3 eine 
Statte der Offenbarung Gottes. Das ift die RKirde. Da twohnt Gott 
in Chrijto. Und da gibt e3 Entronnene, Gerettete, bon dem lebten Zorn, 
aber auch nur da. Extra ecclesiam nulla est salus. Die Begriin- 
dDungSpatrtifel denn”, "3D, am Anfang de stweiten Sabteils begriindet 
nicht eigentlich die Rettung; das war fdjon im erjten Gabteil gefchehen, 
und der Grund des Entrinnens ift Anrufung de3 Namens des HErrn. 
Die Partifel beftatigt nachdriiclid, dak e3 wirklich folcehe Entronnenen 
gibt, und ftebht, wie ofters im Alten Teftament, im Ginne unfer3 
deutjden Ja. Ya, e8 gibt foldje in der Kirde; da wird des HErrn 
Name angerufen; da gibt e3 auch einen Rejt, der erhalten bleibt. Und 
das hat Yehovah felbjt gefagt und verheifen. Der Ausdrud wmeift 
offenbar hin auf ein beftimmtes Wort Kehovah3, auf ein fdon befanntes 
prophetifdes Wort, und wir finden auch tatfachlich diefen Vers wortlid 
bet Obadja, BV. 17, der alter ift alS Yoel. Die Errettung erjtrect fid 
aber nidt nur auf die in Zion und Yerufalem Wohnenden, auf die 
Glaubigen aus den Yuden. Gie geht auch iiber die iibrigen, die 
wehovah ruft. Das hier gebraudte Wort heift eigentlid aud ,,Ent- 
ronnene”, Dann, fynefdodhifd ertveitert, ,,iibriggebliebene, iibrige”. Dads 
Pradifat in diefem VerSteil ift gu ergangen, namlidj: mird dies der 
gall fein, dag fie gerettet werden. Bei diefen iibrigen ift an die 
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Glaubigen aus den Heiden gu denfen. Freilich nidt alle Heiden 
werden gerettet werden, fondern nur die iibrigen, der Reft; aber diefe 
werden aud) getwif, gerettet werden. Denn mit den Worten ,,twelche 
Sehovah ruft” twird die erjte Stufe ihrer fdliepliden Errettung ange- 
geben: Yehovah beruft fie. Das Wort sp begeichnet, gerade wie das 
neuteftamentlide xakéwm in den apoftolijden Griefen, die twirffame Be- 
rufung, die Befehrung. Val. Rim. 8, 30; 1 Theff. 2, 12; 2 Theff. 
2,14; 1 Tim. 6, 12; 2 Tim. 1, 9; 1 Petr. 2, 9 uj. Bebhovah 
beruft fie, lehrt fie feinen Namen anrufen, und fo errettet er fie. Dak 
diefe Begziehung auf die Heiden richtig ijt, zeigt Wpoft.2,39, wo fic 
Gt. Petrus ohne Brweifel auf unfere Stelle begicht, wenn er fagt: 
»€uer und eurer Kinder ift diefe Verheifung und aller, die ferne find, 
welde Gott, unfjer Orr, hergurufen wird.” Implicite liegt Ddie 
Rettung der glaubigen Heiden fchon in der erften Vershalfte, wo die 
Rettung an da3 WAnrufen de3 Mamen3 de3 HErrn gefniipft wird. Des- 
halb betweift auch St. Paulus aus diefem Bers die Teilnahme der 
Heiden am Heil, Rom. 10, 12. 13. 

Go ijt e3 eine grofke, reichhe meffianifhe VerheiRung, die wir diefem 
fleinen, aber tatfachlich grogen Bropheten Yoel verdanfen und die 
deutlic&h die beiden Perioden de3 Neuen Teftaments angzeigt, einmal die 
Beit des Meffias und die Beit des Geijtes — das ijt die Beit der 
Sammlung der Kirde, die Gnadengeit — und fodann die Beit, die mit 
dem lebten Tag beginnt, da die Glaubigen ewig gerettet find, die Beit 
der Herrlichfeit. 2. Firbringer 


4-0» 





The False Arguments for the Modern Theory 
of Open Questions 


A Translation of Dr. C. F. W. Walther’s Article Entitled “Die falschen 
Stuetzen der modernen Theorie von den offenen Fragen,” 
Lehre und Wehre, XIV (1868) 


(Conclusion) 


Finally, the proponents of the modern theory of open ques- 
tions advance the argument that there are doctrines of faith in the 
Bible which God did not reveal in clear-cut, unmistakable terms. ... 

Every one, with the exception of the papist perhaps, will admit 
the Biblical attributes of perspicuity and clarity (perspicuitas et 
claritas). Holy Writ lays claim to these attributes in almost count- 
less passages. Since the Bible is the revelation of God to men who 
are sitting in darkness and in the shadow of death, a lamp unto 
their feet and a light unto their path on the way to life everlasting, 
it must be clear; and every one who believes in Holy Writ gladly 
confesses the reality of this clearness. Who of us will deny that God, 
the Creator of human speech, is able to speak clearly? Who will 
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deny that God, the eternal Truth, Wisdom, and Love, intended 
to speak clearly? Who will deny that God actually did speak 
clearly, yea, was obligated to speak clearly, in that Scripture which 
He inspired for just one purpose—to tell man what he must 
know in order to be saved? These denials can be made only 
by one who either does not believe in God or at least not in the 
divine origin and purpose of the Bible. 

It is indeed true that some passages in Holy Writ are more 
or less obscure, e.g., passages with historical, archeological, geo- 
graphical, chronological, ethnological, genealogical, and onomastic 
difficulties or prophecies whose correct solution will be necessary 
and possible only when they have been fulfilled. Linguistic difficul- 
ties in certain chapters also prevent us from fully comprehending 
the sense intended by the sacred writers. On these points the 
readers and exegetes of the Bible cannot arrive at an apodictic in- 
terpretation but can reach only a probable one. In the first place, 
this lack of absolute certainty cannot be attributed to the fact 
that the Bible itself is obscure in this or that passage; it merely 
seems to be obscure because the teacher or exegete is not able 
to verify all the recorded historical data, is puzzled by grammatical 
or lexical questions, etc. The obscurity is not objective, but 
subjective. In the second place, this whole question of subjective 
obscurity is irrelevant to the point which we are considering in this 
series of articles, namely, Does the Bible actually contain articles 
of faith—the doctrine of Sunday, for instance — which are not 
clear and therefore can easily be misunderstood? Even though a 
person has no knowledge of, or only an imperfect knowledge of, 
historical data and related facts, yet he is able to find and walk the 
way of salvation under all circumstances without any hindrance. 
But in order to be saved, he must know and believe the articles of 
faith. Without the clear divine revelation and the knowledge of 
these articles it is impossible not only for the “man of God,” the 
theologian, to use the Scripture for doctrine, for reproof, for cor- 
rection, for instruction in righteousness, in order to be made per- 
fect, thoroughly furnished unto all good works (2 Tim. 3:16,17), 
but also for the layman to walk the way of salvation under all 
circumstances without any hindrance. Scripture is the complete 
revelation of the way of salvation; therefore it must be clear, 
exact, and unambiguous in all articles of faith. Whoever denies 
this fact denies the fundamental doctrine of the clarity of Scripture. 
Therefore, Aug. Pfeiffer began his book on Hermeneutics with the 
following words: “The papists and we have been earnestly debating 
the question whether Holy Scripture, especially in matters of faith 
and morals, is sufficiently clear or possibly obscure. The papists 
claim it is obscure; we maintain that it is clear, although we do 
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make several, especially two, restrictions. In the first place, we 
distinguish between a total and a partial obscurity. We admit that 
there is a partial obscurity, i.e., we take into account those pas- 
sages of Holy Scripture that are obscure and present difficulties 
which we cannot satisfactorily solve. Onomastic (questions per- 
taining to proper names) and chronological difficulties and gaps 
in the genealogy of Christ cast a shadow over some portions of 
Scripture so that no Bible student is able to remove all those diffi- 
culties. ‘For the Holy Ghost (as Augustine says in the twelfth book 
of his De Doctrina Christiana) has organized the books of the 
Bible in such a wonderful, salutary way that He wanted to satisfy 
the hunger of the soul through the passages which are clearer than 
others and to ward off satiety through those which are obscure.’ 
(Ita magnifice et salubriter Spiritus Sanctus Scripturas Sanctas 
modificavit, ut locis apertioribus fami occurreret, obscurioribus 
autem fastidia detergeret.) At the same time we deny that the 
Holy Scriptures are totally obscure and maintain especially that 
every dogma pertaining to faith and morals is set forth somewhere 
in Holy Writ in language so clear and unequivocal that any one 
who searches the Bible conscientiously can know and believe it. 
In the second place, we distinguish between subjective and ob- 
jective obscurity and say that Holy Writ is not obscure eo ipso 
nor with respect to the object that must be known if faith in the 
true God is to be engendered. It is obscure only through certain 
circumstances (per accidens) in the subject who does not fully 
comprehend its meaning because of improper training or equip- 
ment, being handicapped either by lack of necessary knowledge 
or because of an evil disposition of soul.” (Thesaur. Hermeneut., 
p. 1 sq.) 

Luther testifies repeatedly that the seeming obscurity of Scrip- 
ture is due primarily to an imperfect knowledge of the language, 
and is subjective, not objective. To Erasmus he wrote: “If there 
is any obscurity in Scripture, it is due here and there to the words 
and idiomatic phrases of the language, or to use a Greek term, 
due to grammar. It is, in general, such an obscurity as does not 
prevent any one from grasping the sum and substance of Scrip- 
ture — the dogmas.” (Walch XVIII, 2068.) In another connection 
he wrote: “The Sophists have said that Scripture is obscure; they 
have supposed that it is a characteristic of the Word of God to use 
obscure, odd terms. But they fail to see that the difficulty lies in 
the languages themselves. If it were possible for us to understand 
the languages perfectly, nothing would be so easy to grasp as the 
Word of God. The Turkish language is jargon to me because I do 
not understand it; yet a Turkish child of seven years readily 
comprehends his own tongue.” (Letter to the Mayors and Alder- 
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men of All Cities of Germany in Behalf of Christian Schools, 
St. L., X, 473.) 

It is also true that there are passages in Holy Writ which con- 
tain no references to historical data, etc., but which speak of doc- 
trines of faith and yet are not free from obscurity. Some indeed 
are so obscure that they seem to contradict other passages which 
are clear. But this fact does not furnish any ground for supposing 
that Scripture contains doctrines of faith which are not clearly 
and unmistakably revealed. The clarity and perspicuity of Scrip- 
ture are vindicated by this particular point: all doctrines of faith, 
although some of them are referred to in a few obscure Scripture 
passages, are without exception expressed in clear, unambiguous 
words, which enable the conscientious Bible student to understand 
the obscure passages. A denial of this is a denial of the clarity of 
Scripture, a denial that we really have a sure prophetic apostolic 
Word, a light that shines in a dark place, a sun that comes out of his 
chamber like a bridegroom and rejoices like a strong man to run 
his course; a sure testimony of the Lord, making wise the simple; 
the commandments of the Lord, rejoicing the heart and enlighten- 
ing the eyes. (2 Pet.1; Ps.19.) Sad to say, there is hardly a 
Christian doctrine in our day which has sunk into greater oblivion 
than this doctrine or has been so decisively eliminated as a piece 
of former narrow-mindedness. The whole present theological 
intelligentsia is searching the Scriptures eagerly, holding not only 
that there are many passages which need further clarification 
(a fact which we do not deny), but also that much material for 
important new dogmas will be discovered. 

Luther, who wrote many a precious word against this kind 
of Bible-study, expressed himself in the following manner in his 
exposition of Psalm 37: “But if any one of them attacks you and 
says, ‘You must have the exegesis of the fathers; the Bible is 
obscure,’ you must answer, ‘This is not true.’ No book on earth 
is so clear as the Holy Scriptures. It excels every other book just 
as the sun excels every other light. They employ the foregoing 
language because they wish to lead us away from Scripture and 
set themselves over us as our masters, so that we may believe 
their fantastic dreams. It is a shocking disgrace, blasphemy against 
the Holy Scriptures and all Christendom, to say that Holy Scripture 
is obscure and not clear enough to enable every one to under- 
stand it and then teach and prove what he believes. Take careful 
note of this fact: Would it not be a great shame for you or me 
to be called a Christian and at the same time not know what we 
believe? But if I know what I believe, I know what is in Scrip- 
ture; for it contains nothing else than Christ and the Christian 
faith. Therefore, when the Christian hears Scripture, it is so 
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clear and plain to him that he says without any help from the 
commentaries of all the fathers and teachers: ‘That is right; that 
is what I also believe.’ ... It is indeed true that some passages 
of Scripture are obscure, but in them the same truth must be 
sought which is found in clear, unmistakable passages. And then 
heretics arise who interpret obscure passages according to their 
own bias and on the basis of their interpretation contend against 
the clear passages and foundation of faith. So the fathers strove 
against them with the clear passages, shed light on those that 
are obscure, and proved that the obscure said nothing more than 
that which is expressed in the clear. This is the correct method of 
Bible-study. . . . Be assured, without doubt there is nothing 
brighter than the sun, which is Scripture; but if a cloud passes in 
front of the sun, the very same sun is behind it. Likewise, if there 
is an obscure passage in Scripture, do not doubt but that the same 
truth lies hidden in it that is very clear in another passage. Who- 
ever, therefore, cannot understand the obscure ought to abide 
by the clear.” (St. L., V, 334 ff.) 

Finally, it is also true that doctrines of faith are not always 
so clear and evident in Scripture in this sense that every one may 
at once see and find them, even though he reads Scripture half 
asleep, with his eyes half closed, or his mind preoccupied with pre- 
judices. In order to see and find all doctrines of faith in Scripture, 
it is necessary not only to read the sacred pages, but also to seek 
and search them, keeping the mind free from all prejudices and 
open to every ray of light emanating from them. Therefore Christ 
Himself does not only say: “Read the Scriptures,” but: “Search 
the Scriptures” (éoavvéte tag yoapds), “for in them ye think ye 
have eternal life; and they are they which testify of Me,” 
John 5:39. This fact does not give any one any support for 
assuming that Scripture contains articles of faith which are not 
clearly and unmistakably revealed. The clarity and perspicuity 
of Scripture make it possible for any one to understand any book 
of the Bible; nevertheless, the Bible student must read carefully, 
search earnestly, be free from prejudice, be open-minded and 
receptive to the truth. Therefore the apostle wrote: “But if our 
Gospel be hid, it is hid to them that are lost; in whom the god of 
this world hath blinded the minds of them which believe not, lest 
the light of the glorious Gospel of Christ, who is the Image of 
God, should shine unto them,” 2 Cor. 4:3,4. Is it not shocking 
when people ascribe to the alleged obscurity and ambiguity of the 
Scriptures what is merely the result of human blindness and malice 
or at any rate of human weakness? 

Whatever is not “clearly and unmistakably” revealed in Scrip- 
ture is not revealed at all. To maintain that certain doctrines of 
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faith are indeed revealed in Scripture but not in clear, under- 
standable words is nothing else than a denial of God’s wisdom 
and goodness and blasphemy against God or a denial of the divine 
origin of Holy Writ. Tertium non datur. 

When our opponents set up as an argument for the support of 
their theory of open questions the principle that some doctrines 
of faith, that of Sunday, for instance, are not clearly and unmis- 
takably revealed in Scripture, they give evidence of an irrecon- 
cilable difference in their theology and that of our Evangelical 
Lutheran Church. For the Evangelical Lutheran Church in her 
whole theology stands upon the principle that Scripture is clear 
and plain in all doctrines of faith. Therefore she lets Scripture 
speak for itself and judges doctrines by the clear Word of God. 
Our opponents, however, proceed from the principle that Scrip- 
ture is obscure and easily misunderstood also in doctrines of faith 
and, consequently, let their own judgment decide one way or 
the other. 

This is an error of far-reaching, ruinous consequences. We 
know with what detrimental effect the Papacy has insisted on the 
principle that Scripture is obscure and difficult to understand. 
We also know how the Reformed Church has applied this prin- 
ciple to the clear words of the institution of the Lord’s Supper. 
The Reformed attitude demonstrates that our opponents gain 
nothing by maintaining that they do not count the doctrine of 
Baptism and the Lord’s Supper among the open questions because 
they are clearly and unmistakably revealed in God’s Word. For 
if we accept as true that Scripture contains doctrines of faith, e. g., 
the doctrine of Sunday, which are not clearly and unmistakably 
revealed, we have destroyed a pillar of revelation, whose ruin will 
eventually involve the coliapse of the whole structure. If men 
do not want to bring about this ruin, —and certainly some of our 
opponents do not desire it, —there is only one course for them to 
pursue, i.e., to admit that Scripture is plain and clear in all doc- 
trines of faith and to agree that everything which is clearly and 
unmistakably revealed in Scripture can be proved from its chap- 
ters either in a brief statement or in a more or less elaborate essay 
or after solving some existing difficulties. The Arminians are a 
further example of the ruin caused by this false principle. This is 
what Calvoer says of them: “They claim that no one is bound to 
believe anything outside of that which is plainly written in so many 
words in Scripture or that can be deduced and proved from the 
words of the Bible according to the laws of logic and so be grasped 
with the hands, as it were, as, for example, the sequence ‘It runs; 
therefore it moves.’ Consequently, according to their opinion, no 
one is bound to believe in the mystery of the Holy Trinity, in the 
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personal union in Christ, in the essential presence of Christ’s body 
and blood in Holy Communion, etc., especially not, if he has 
scruples in regard to any of these doctrines. The following must 
also be added to the things which one is not obligated to believe, 
namely, that the Holy Ghost must be worshiped; that Christ was 
born of the substance of Mary; that the fathers of the Old Testa- 
ment died in the hope of eternal life; that faith in Christ is one; 
that men are justified through the merits of Christ; that Christ 
was not bound to be obedient; that faith is received through the 
merits of Christ; that children can be regenerated; that there is 
original sin; that sins flowing out of original sin are essentially sin; 
that the death which God pronounced upon Adam was at the same 
time eternal death; that God is omnipresent, omniscient; that 
concupiscence belongs to the sins for whose forgiveness we ask 
in the Lord’s Prayer; that man cannot free himself from sin; that 
the government may shed blood; that the Decalog demands every- 
thing that is to be done, even self-denial, taking up one’s cross, etc.; 
that it is necessary to believe in infant baptism; that Baptism is 
a seal of the forgiveness of sins; that the same bodies will rise from 
the dead. For, they believe, it is .apossible to prove from Scrip- 
ture that any one of these points is undeniably true and must 
necessarily be accepted.” (Fissurae Zionis. Lips. 1700. 4. 
p. 541 sq.) 

What a long list of doctrines which they allege are not clearly 
and unmistakably revealed in Scripture! But the principle that 
Scripture contains doctrines of faith which are not clearly and 
unmistakably revealed and must therefore be counted as open 
questions inevitably leads not only to unionism and syncretism, 
but also to thoroughgoing skepticism and indifference in doctrine, 
even to the most shocking unbelief, and finally ends in the prin- 
ciple of the well-known scoffer who said: “Ein jeder kann nach 
seiner Facon selig werden.” What is the language of the unionists, 
all the way down the line to the most rabid unbelievers, when 
they are confronted with the letter of God’s Word? “Yes,” they 
say, “those words are indeed written, but who will incontrovertibly 
prove to me that your or my exposition of this passage is the cor- 
rect one? Does not all strife in Christendom arise out of human 
interpretation?” 

The words that Luther wrote concerning the alloiosis with 
which Zwingli tried to support his doctrine of Holy Communion: 
“Beware, beware, I say, of the alloiosis; it is the devil’s specter; 
for it finally gives us a Christ after whom I would not like to 
be called a Christian” must be applied to the principle that doc- 
trines of faith are not clearly and unmistakably revealed in Scrip- 

53 





884 Fighting Liberalism with Blunted Weapons 


ture, for it takes the very heart out of the Bible and prevents 
us from believing its divine message. 

We close with this prayer on our lips: May the Lord guard 
and defend the Church, the dearly bought communion of saints, 
in this new fatherland of ours against the inane theory which at 
the present time is a cancerous sore in the theology and the Church 
of our former fatherland and which, if it gained ground here, would 
gnaw at the root of the freshly budding tree of our American 
Church and cause it to wither away again! A general acceptance 
of this principle would indeed establish peace in the Church, but 
a syncretistic peace, of which the sainted Dannhauer said: Foris 
eigyvn, intus égivvwws (externally peace, internally discord). 

Oak Glen, Ill. ALEx Wm. C. GuEBERT 
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The Faith We Declare. By Edwin Lewis, Professor of Systematic 
Theology in Drew Theological Seminary (Methodist). Cokesbury 
Press, Nashville, Tenn. 236 pages, 544734. Price, $2.00. 


The Modernists will not like certain sections of this book. The 
Christian Century says: “This is a great book, greatly written, — 
and greatly needed. Liberal Christians will find it hard to believe 
this. They still have in their mouths the bad taste of A Christian 
Manifesto, which was hailed with glee by the foes of spiritual 
freedom. They are through with Lewis. But here Lewis goes 
Christian again, and with a will.” The reviewer himself does not 
like certain things in the book. “There is still too generous an 
adherence to the shibboleths and slogans of Fundamentalism. .. . 
Lewis is all the while injecting phrases that seem to be concessions 
to the reactionaries. And his judgments on occasion are petulant. 
‘Is it that they (the Modernists) want the old terms dropped be- 
cause they have ceased to believe what the old terms represent? 
(P.111.)’” Indeed, Lewis deals roughly with the radical Mod- 
ernists. He charges them with dishonesty. He goes on to say on 
page 111: “When they say that the old terms can no longer be 
made meaningful, is it that they do not want them to be made 
meaningful? Is it that, when they propose the creation of a new 
framework for Christianity, what they really have in mind is a 
radical change in what the framework is designed to support?” 
He tells them plainly that their new framework for Christianity 
covers the ruin of all Christianity. “There are numerous defini- 
tions of God current today which reduce Him to a condition of 
complete helplessness so far as any direct influence on either things 
or men is concerned. In such a philosophy there is no place for 
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a chosen people; no place for specific divine revelation, . . . and 
certainly, therefore, no place for such concepts as those of the 
supernatural, divine mercy, incarnation, miracle, atonement, recon- 
ciliation, and the like. A philosophy which makes these preclusions 
is typically ‘modern.’ It can be presented with a great show of 
plausibility. ... It can make large use of the magic terms evolu- 
tionism, rationalism, organicism. But such a philosophy and the 
Christian faith cannot live together in the same world; at least they 
cannot live together in the same mind.” (P.120.) Lewis declares 
war against radical Modernism, a war to the death. “We gain 
nothing,” he goes on to say, “by blinking the fact that Christianity 
not merely is a religion in the narrow sense of spiritual life and 
experience but also, as has been said repeatedly, involves definite 
beliefs about God, about the world, about man, about the course 
of events — and with any view which challenges or denies these 
beliefs Christianity can make no peace.” 

Going to the root of the matter, Dr. Lewis points out that the 
religious philosophy of Liberalism is based on the alleged self- 
sufficiency of man. The thoroughgoing Liberal has no need of a 
divine Savior. Lewis does well to tell these men: “No man can 
ever be a Christian in any proper sense who is not willing to 
believe some truths about himself which are a flat contradiction of 
his self-sufficiency in respect of both mind and will. ... ‘The 
natural man receiveth not the things of the Spirit of God, for they 
are foolishness unto him; and he cannot know them, because they 
are spiritually judged.’ It is difficult for the modern man to agree 
to this. He would be the arbiter of his own destiny, the master of 
his own fate, the captain of his own soul. He would determine 
for himself what is true and what is not true.... What we have 
to face is the fact that it has also crept into the Church. Well 
might we pray for another Jeremiah to lift up his voice against the 
grievous hurt of the daughter of God’s people, as the cry is heard, 
‘Peace, Peace,’ when there is no peace. Or perhaps we would 
better pray that God would give to His Church in our day another 
Luther, who would point to the one ground on which the Church 
can securely stand, and bid it stand there confident and unafraid, 
‘amid the flood of mortal ills prevailing.’ But all is not well with 
the Church, and it is not well because the Church has too often 
forgotten the rock whence it was hewn and the pit whence it was 
digged.” (P. 126 ff.) 

Adam “wished rather to be self-sufficient.” Like him, the 
moderns have adopted the motto “To thyself be — sufficient.” 
(P.126.) “This supposition of human self-sufficiency is a leading 
item in the modern creed” (p. 23), and the inevitable result is that 
they deny the basic truth of Christianity, salvation through the 
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work of Christ, the Son of God. That is the charge Lewis raises 
against the radical Modernist. “It leads him to wave aside as 
a piece of speculation borrowed from Alexandrian philosophy that 
most profound and overwhelming statement of the fourth gospel: 
‘The Word was with God. ... And the Word became flesh and 
dwelt among us.’... Naturalism is antithetical to every distinc- 
tive element of the Christian faith. Yet there are many people 
associated with the Church who do not seem to realize this. In so 
far as they believe in Jesus Christ, it is as one of the great teachers 
which the race has from time to time produced.” (P.127 ff.) All is 
not well with the Church, and it is not well because these moderns 
are telling it to forget the rock whence it was hewn and the pit 
whence it was digged. 

Forget the old doctrine of salvation through faith in the aton- 
ing work of Jesus Christ and save yourself through your ethical 
aspirations and accomplishments. The Modernists are telling the 
Church that the essence of Christianity is the ethical teaching of 
Jesus. Lewis is telling them: “Christianity is not primarily an 
ethic, although it carries with it an ethic incomparable and revolu- 
tionary.” (P.55.) He will have nothing to do with this gross form 
of autosoterism preached by the extreme Liberals. All is wrong 
with the church that heeds their voice. — We can understand why 
“the liberal Christians have a bad taste in their mouths” after 
reading A Christian Manifesto and The Faith We Declare. 

Certain points in Dr. Lewis’s charge against Liberalism are of 
special significance to us, too. They treat of dangers confronting 
us, too. One point concerns the business of the Church, which is 
the preaching of the Gospel. We are not going to turn the Gospel 
into an ethical code, as the Liberals have done; but if we should 
make social rehabilitation the goal of the Church’s work or even if 
we should make ethical betterment or the works of charity the 
chief business of the Church, we would ultimately arrive in the 
liberal camp. Our readers will know what we have in mind when 
they study these pronouncements of Dr. Lewis: “All is not well 
with the Church, and it is not well because the Church has too 
often forgotten the rock whence it was hewn.... In so far as they 
believe in the Church, it is as a society of men of good will, an 
institution with a useful social function to discharge, an agency 
for promoting mutual understanding and for keeping men mindful 
of the higher things of life. Much of the weakness of the modern 
Church is to be traced to this source.” (P.132ff.) Because of 
“those who have reduced Christianity to a social and economic 
theory . . . and see in the Church nothing but an instrument for the 
propagation of humanitarian, social, and economic theories, .. . 
the Church itself today is in grave danger of defining the content 
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of its message in a way that makes it a matter of indifference that 
Christ should have lived and suffered and died and risen again. 
If the Church has nothing to talk about except what it could find 
in the Hebrew prophets and elsewhere in the Old Testament, then 
let us lay aside the New Testament except in so far as it may be 
an interesting commentary on the Old, and let us transform our 
churches into synagogs.” (Pp.19,194.) We are certainly still 
preaching the living Christ, but what is happening in the liberal 
churches contains an earnest warning to us: “The Church lan- 
guishes today because it has exchanged the role of Mary for the 
role of Martha; it has turned its eyes away from the living Christ 
and has become ‘busy about many things.’” (P. 98.) 

Another point: Dr. Lewis scourges the Liberals for proclaim- 
ing the self-sufficiency of reason in spiritual matters. We of the 
Lutheran Church have always denounced rationalism. But those 
Lutherans who attempt to harmonize seemingly contradictory 
teachings of the Bible, modifying certain statements of the Bible 
in the interest of a rational compromise, and those of us who 
think we must vindicate the teachings of the Bible before the 
forum of reason and logic, need to be told by Dr. Lewis: “The 
Church has languished when it has surrendered or modified or 
compromised these truths under the pressure of rationalism.” 
(P. 98.) “What books have you ever read which were more un- 
inspiring, more deadly in their effects, than the books in which the 
Christian faith was ‘reduced’— (the word is well-chosen!) — to 
the dimensions of an impeccable rationality?” (P. 230.) But dare 
we in our teaching, in repeating the statements of Scripture, fly 
in the face of logic? “In actual fact no man lives by logic, but 
many claim to do so. The claim always gives them an excuse for 
refusing what they do not want to be true.” (That’s the root of 
the matter!) “The two-plus-two-equals-four attitude to life is 
remarkable chiefly for the areas in which it is not operative! One 
can appreciate the impatience of Dostoevski, which led him to ex- 
claim: ‘TI spit on the philosophy that cannot see beyond “two plus 
two equals four.”’ ... There are ways to truth other than the 
way of logic.” (P.24.)» “It may not be syllogistic truth, and it 


1) Luther speaks in a similar strain. He asks us not to pay any 
attention to reason when it ridicules the Christian teachings on the two- 
plus-two-equals-four basis. “Es lautet zu laecherlich in Ohren und 
geht nicht in die Vernunft. Ja, es soll auch nicht darein gehen, sondern 
so dazu sagen: Wenn ich das Wort hoere lauten als von oben herab, 
so glaube ich’s; ob ich’s wohl nicht kann fassen und nicht verstehen, 
noch in meinen Kopf will, wie ich das kann fassen, dass zwei und 
fuenfe sind sieben, mit der Vernunft, und lass mich niemand anders 
weisen; noch wenn er oben herab sagte, nein, sondern es sind achte, 
so sollte ich’s glauben wider meine Vernunft und Fuehlen.... Also 
sollst du auch hier tun. Ob’s gleich die Vernunft nicht kann leiden, 
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may not be scientific truth, but it is truth none the less.” (P. 232.) 
“Are not the most important truths those which in their very 
nature are extralogical?” (P.26.) “The Christian certitudes are 
faith certitudes, not logical certitudes.” (P.14.) Why, then, should 
we be perturbed when the Scripture teachings present logical dif- 
ficulties? And why should we waste our time in trying to demon- 
strate the Bible-truths? “The voice of the Church is prophetic. 
Its task is to announce, not to debate; to take its stand on the 
revealed will and Word of God and declare to the world what that 
will and Word are.” (P.45.) “Your business as a preacher is 
not to prove Christian truth by much elaborate ratiocination, but 
to allow it through full testimony to demonstrate the reality of its 
saving power.... Your business is not to force the Christian faith 
into a logical strait-jacket and to reject what will not submit to the 
treatment, but to declare it in living wholeness. Do not forget 
that the stone which the logic-choppers reject because it is too hard 
for their shaping-tools, is still the head-stone of the corner in the 
building of faith.” (P.227.) If you once begin to ask regarding 
any Bible teaching: “Is this logical?” and then chop and change 
it in order to give it the correct logical form, you are a Liberal, 
a rationalist, in embryo, and this is what Lewis has to say to the 
full-grown Liberals: “You cannot eliminate all ‘mystery’ from the 
Christian faith; or if you do, what is left is no longer a living thing 
glowing with emotional warmth, but a few ethical principles, barren 
of feeling, icily regular, and as impotent to move men to great 
achievement as a mouse to move the Himalayas. If you want to 
‘understand’ everything about the Christian faith before you seek 
to make it known, you will never make it known. If you proclaim 
only those parts of it that you do ‘understand,’ you will find that 
the places on which you keep silence are the places that are most 
important.” (P. 226.) And he tells them this: “Evangelical 
Protestantism has been much more willing to ask how much it 
must give up in order to remain intellectually respectable.” (P. 170.) 
“The Church has languished when it has surrendered or modified 
or compromised these truths under the pressure of rationalism.” 
(Page 98.) 


dass zwo Personen ein Gott sind. Das lautet eben, als wenn ich sagte, 
zwei sind nicht zwei, sondern zwei sind eins. Da hast du das Wort und 
Vernunft widereinander; noch soll sie da die Meisterschaft legen und 
kein Richter noch Doctor werden, sondern das Huetlein abtun und 
sagen: Zwei sind eins, ob ich’s schon nicht sehe noch verstehe, sondern 
ich glaube es. Warum? Um des willen, der es oben herab gesagt hat.” 
(St. L., X, p.1095.) Luther at Marburg: “Vernunft will ich nicht hoeren. 
Fleischliche Beweise, geometrische Argumente verwerfe ich gaenzlich. ... 
Gott ist ueber alle Mathematik, und die Worte Gottes sind staunend 
anzubeten und zu tun. ... Gott ist ueber alle Mathematik; Christus 
kann seinen Leib ohne Ort wie an einen Ort halten.” (W. Koehler, Das 
Marburger Religionsgespraech, p. 9 ff.) 
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Yes, The Faith We Declare leaves a bad taste in the mouths of 
the Liberals. Lewis is demanding that they surrender their 
citadel, the authority of reason. 

Will they do so? Not because of Lewis’s attack. He is attack- 
ing them with a blunted sword. In fact, when they get the full 
import of the challenge and carefully study The Faith We Declare, 
they will say: Lewis is really one of us. The liberal reviewer 
declares: “This is a great book, greatly written—and greatly 
needed.” 

In an article appearing in the Christian Century of June 14 
Dr. Lewis says: “My break with the futilities of Modernism and my 
acceptance of Christianity in its Biblical and historical self-presen- 
tation, were finally made definite by the publication of Rethinking 
Missions. I became convinced that what was proposed there was 
a virtual abandonment of the Christian Gospel.” He makes the 
further remark: “In 1934 I published A Christian Manifesto. The 
book was hardly off the press before a minister of the Church, 
well known for his radicalism, called on me and denounced me 
vigorously for having ‘flopped back into Fundamentalism.” Is 
Dr. Lewis a Fundamentalist? Does he teach the absolute inerrancy 
of Holy Scripture and salvation through the vicarious atonement 
of Jesus Christ, the Son of God? The Faith We Declare shows 
definitely that he has not flopped back into Fundamentalism. 
It definitely puts him into the class of the Liberals. 

The Liberals will have no fault to find with the view he takes 
of Holy Scripture. He does not believe that the Bible is the Word 
of God. He uses the Barthian phrase: “The Bible is the bearer 
to men of the Word of God.” (P.191.) He declares: “Without 
a doubt our fathers came very close to Bibliolatry: they could 
make no distinction between the Word of God and the words of 
men by which that Word was given.” (P.49.) “Out of the New 
Testament in its entirety we can gather the Word of God which 
is at the same time the Christian faith.” (P.151.) The Liberals, 
the most radical Liberals, will be ready to sit down with Lewis 
in a friendly conference and help him to “gather” out of the New 
Testament what they will agree to call the “Word of God.” Lewis 
is not able to wield the sharp sword “ ‘Thus saith the Lord,’ for 
‘Thus saith Scripture’” in his conflict with the Liberals. Giving 
up the absolute, the sole authority of Scripture, his dealings with 
them result in a sorry Appeasement. He has become helpless. All 
certainty is lost if the verbal inspiration of Scripture is surrendered. 
This is how Lewis speaks of inspiration: “Perhaps we even begin to 
see what the Church has meant in ascribing divine ‘inspiration’ 
to that activity of the Christian mind by which these great insights 
were reached.” (P.89.) He does not like the term “inspiration.” 
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He uses quotation-marks, and he is justified in doing so because 
it would be a bad term to describe “an activity of the Christian 
mind.” If you ask Lewis whether he believes in verbal inspiration, 
he declares: “One may read in amazement of the controversies 
connected with ... the theory of Scripture. ‘A plague on all your 
doctrines!’ is on occasion an understandable enough exclamation.” 
(P. 146.) Study these utterances: “The synoptic gospels them- 
selves were the product of a Church which in its turn was the 
creation of a Christ-centered faith” (p.75); “Jesus’ words in the 
first place may have been spoken to promiscuous crowds; but 
later they were recaptured from memory by the Church and made 
a basis of Christian teaching” (p.66); “Even if it be true that 
John ‘took liberties with the history,’ he took the liberties only 
that he might make the history more real, more vivid, more 
compelling” (p. 83); “Without a doubt one may discount the 
narratives [of the Resurrection]” (p.80); “Some of the descrip- 
tions [in the Revelation of John] are in keeping with normal Jewish 
apocalyptic; others, for example that of the woman clothed with 
the sun in the twelfth chapter, are almost certainly derived from 
the widely spread primitive pagan myth of the recurring conflict 
between light and darkness” (p.155), and you will see why the 
Liberals do not fear the challenge and the sword of Lewis. They 
will tell him: “You are one of us. You are willing to give up parts 
of the Bible, and you cannot blame us for giving up parts of the 
Bible.” Lewis charges the Liberals with this: “In so far as they 
believe in the Bible, it is as a record of a segment of human his- 
tory with a certain religious significance.” (P.134.) The Liberals 
answer by quoting Lewis: “The Christian does not approach 
God through a record, not even through a record so incomparable 
as that of the New Testament” (p. 93), and ask: Is your “record” 
of more real worth than our “record”? The liberal Christian 
Century has no fault to find with Lewis’s book on this score. 
“Tt is a great book.” 

And now, the absolute authority of the Bible being removed, 
the Liberals and Lewis sit down in a friendly conference and discuss 
whether there is anything certain, stable, and abiding in the Chris- 
tian teaching. Dr. Lewis is very agreeable. On the development 
of doctrine and related subjects he says: “The faith may never be 
expected to assume a final form.” (P.150.) It is all right with him, 
if “a man may not want to say it in just the way in which Paul 
said it.” (P.104.) He is liberal enough to say: “One may read 
in amazement of the controversies connected with the Person of 
Christ or with the Atonement or with the Eucharist or with Baptism 
or with the theory of Scripture. ‘A plague on all your doctrines!’ 
is on occasion an understandable enough exclamation.” (P. 146.) 
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The chapter Continuity through Change begins with the question 
“How much can Christianity be changed and still remain the 
same?” The answer is that in “matters peripheral and evanescent” 
change is permissible and demanded, but that which “is central,” 
that “which is centered in Jesus Christ,” is “continuous, ageless.” 
“You have the amplest intellectual freedom within the limits of 
the fundamental loyalty: ‘The Word [the Logos] became flesh.’” 
(P. 214f.) In this connection he speaks of “certain archaic wrap- 
pings” from which the Gospel must be set free in order to modernize 
it (p. 182), of “new intellectual molds” for the old truths, called for 
by the “multiplicity of new insights” (p. 224), warns against “the 
rehabilitation of traditional formulations” (p. 223), and tells us that 
“nobody expects the Christian minister to be a phonograph repeat- 
ing ancient shibboleths and phrases no longer intelligible” (p. 180). 
The Liberals do not find it hard to deal with Lewis. Why, he 
speaks their very language — “new intellectual molds,” etc. — and 
is ready to surrender one Christian doctrine after the other under 
the stress of “the multiplicity of new insights.” He indeed insists 
that the essentials of the Gospel must remain unchanged, but he 
has reduced the “essentials” to a very small compass. If one should 
ask him whether the teaching of the Church on the Personal 
Union, Justification by Faith (he mentions “justification by faith” 
on page 72 and quotes “He died for our sins and rose again for our 
justification” on page 76, but nowhere defines it), Baptism, the 
Lord’s Supper, the nature of the Resurrection, etc., may be changed, 
he would exclaim: “A plague on all your doctrines.” 2 


By the way, what does Lewis teach on the Virgin Birth? 
Did he flop back into Fundamentalism? “Whatever difficulties 
may be raised on critical and historical grounds as to the infancy 
narratives, and in particular on scientific and philosophic grounds 
as to the Virgin Birth, it is certain that these narratives and 
beliefs reflect a deep-seated conviction on the part of the early 
Church concerning the Lord,” ete. (P.87.) On scientific and 
philosophical grounds? Lewis has forgotten his brave words 
“IT spit on the philosophy that cannot see beyond ‘Two plus two 
equals four.” The Liberals are pleased. Another point has been 
yielded. 


2) In view of Dr. Lewis’s readiness to surrender a great part of 
the Christian teaching, a great many fundamental doctrines, the following 
stout words lose much of their force: “The preacher always preaches 
today, but what he preaches today must be that which was true yester- 
day and will be true forever. ... ‘Give us a sure word!’ This is the 
cry which we daily hear. ‘We are lost in a jungle; lead us to the 
pe ong be Tell us, is there nowhere one word which stands above all 
other words, no truth of rocklike quality which nothing can move? 
Must we always flounder, must we always be experimenters, must we 
always build up only to tear down?’” (P.188 f.) 
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You cannot please the Liberals more than by making the dis- 
tinction between essentials and peripheral doctrines for the pur- 
pose of declaring the latter to be evanescent and subject to change. 
When the Liberals hear the conservatives say: “Fundamentals are 
binding, but not the non-fundamentals,” they know the battle is 
going their way. 

The most extreme Liberals and Lewis get along well together. 
Lewis is liberal enough to declare that the Apology of Robert 
Barclay “retains the substance of the Christian faith” (p. 164); 
liberal enough to say: “Only occasionally does God give to His 
Church an Ephesian seer to write the fourth gospel or . . . a Thomas 
Aquinas to write a Summa Theologiae . . .; or shall we even say 
a Horace Bushnell to write a Vicarious Sacrifice?” (P.174.) 
Lewis stands for the liberal freedom of thought. “Neo-orthodoxy 
is neither an impertinence nor an idle dream. It is an imperative 
necessity for the Church, especially for that part of the Church in 
which freedom of thought is still encouraged.” (P.173.) And so 
he takes up arms for the heretics. “Even so-called ‘heresy’ is a 
part of the total testimony. “The Church’s debt to heresy’ is not 
merely a clever phrase; it represents an actual fact. Heresy is 
nearly always an overemphasis of a neglected truth.” (P. 164.) 
Deal gently with Robert Barclay, for instance, for though his 
Apology is “an extreme reaction against ecclesiasticism, sacer- 
dotalism, and sacramentalism,” it nevertheless “retains the sub- 
stance of the Christian faith” (same page). And the Creed of 
Chalcedon “rejected definitely four other possible explanations [of 
Jesus Christ’s relation to God], each one of which had a following 
in the Church on the part of men of unquestioned loyalty to 
Christ” (p. 162). All is not well in the Church, and it is not well 
because of the men who, like Lewis, setting out to war against 
Liberalism, make concessions to Liberalism. 

Of course, Lewis is a unionist. Every Liberal is a unionist, for 
Liberalism and indifferentism are one,—and every unionist is 
infected with the spirit of Liberalism. A typical statement: 
“Although there is only one Christian center, there are many radii 
proceeding from that center. Although there is only one rock upon 
which the Christian man may build, the superstructure arising 
from it will be now of one kind, now of another. The sacramen- 
tarian and the creedalist and the ethicist and the socialist and the 
mystic and the evangelical may all alike claim that in Jesus Christ 
is the inspiration of their faith, the source of their hope, the motive 
of their service, and the ground of that confidence with which they 
face the uncertainties of life’s journey.” (P.102.) The Church is 
in an evil way when its leaders are willing to condone the least 
departure from the teaching of Christ, the teaching of Scripture. 
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But in his dealings with the radical Liberals Lewis is at any 
rate standing out for “the Christian center”? Matters peripheral 
“are evanescent,” but that “which is centered in Jesus Christ is 
continuous”; that cannot be surrendered. What does Lewis teach 
regarding the central doctrine of Christianity, salvation through 
the vicarious atonement of Jesus Christ, the Son of God? His 
presentation of “the essentials” is hazy enough to suit even radical 
Liberals. They are not going to quarrel with him on this score. 
Is Jesus Christ the Son of God, very God of very God? He says 
so often enough. “Very God appears as very man!” (P.85.) He 
teaches the “preexistence of the Lord in the glory of the Father” 
(p. 88). “The Only-begotten of the Father” (p.84). But then 
he also uses expressions like these: “It is Jesus whom John [in 
the fourth gospel] wants us to see, a Jesus incomparable, a Jesus 
inexplicable, a Jesus about whom nothing too great can be said, 
a Jesus to whom the very power and majesty of God Himself may 
be ascribed.” (P. 82.) Again: “If Christ be the means of that recon- 
ciliation, it can be only because He is in Himself such a One as 
may still most fitly be described as at once Son of God and Son of 
Man.” (P.107.) Here one might fitly ask whether a doubt as to 
the real deity of Christ is expressed by the use of the auxiliary 
“may,” which is at best an unhappy term to express reality. 
And what does this mean? “I believe that Jesus Christ was 
the eternal Word of God become flesh, that is to say, that in 
Him we are confronted with a self-revealing activity of God, 
which is unique in its character because its purpose is to 
redeem the world.” (P.218.) That is no longer merely hazy; it is 
a false definition of the godhead of Jesus. And this: “In Him, in 
Christ, we have the supreme and direct form of divine sacrificial 
saving activity. Here the strong hand of God has reached down 
into the confines of time as it reached nowhere else. This gives 
Jesus Christ a certain apartness from every other man... .” Thus 
“Christ grows to His stature as the eternal Son of the Father” 
(p. 215f.). Can Lewis say nothing better for Christ than that He 
has “a certain apartness from every other man”?®) Lewis says: 


3) Lewis can do no better than Sydney Cave, who uses the term 
“very God and very man” and then explains the term thus: “He is the 
Christ, the Messiah in whom God’s saving purpose for the world found 
full expression. He is our Lord, the Master of our lives, to whom we 
owe an obedience no man can claim. He is the Son of God, knowing 
God with a knowledge we can fully trust. He is the Word become flesh, 
God revealing Himself in human form. So we, too, may use the great 
words of the ‘Nicene’ Creed, He is very God and very man.... It is 
in Him that God reconciles the world unto Himself. God’s glory has 
been seen in the face of Jesus Christ, the glory of the Father’s holy 
love.” (What Shall We Say of Christ, p.241.) No better than Otto 
Justus Baab, who says that Jesus is the Son of God, and speaks of “the 
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“We can declare that a man living now, trained in the science of 
history, competent in the field of New Testament criticism, familiar 
with the processes of thought in the first Christian century, is still 
able to say, with complete sincerity, ‘I believe in Jesus Christ, His 
only Son, our Lord, who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, born of 
the Virgin Mary.’...” (P.113.) He has told us that he does not 
believe in a literal Virgin Birth. That was only a peculiar mode 
of expressing something else. Does he believe that Jesus is the 
Son of God in the literal meaning of that term? — When he says: 
“Is it that they [the extreme Liberals] want the old terms dropped 
because they have ceased to believe what the old terms represent?” 
these men might answer: Are you willing to use the old terms, but 
in a sense different from what they originally carried? 

Finally, what of the doctrine of the vicarious atonement? The 
term “vicarious” is never used by Lewis. That, in itself, might 
mean nothing, but he nowhere uses an exact synonym and equiva- 
lent. He uses the terms “redemption,” “reconciliation,” and even 
the term “satisfaction” and declares: “The Son of God came among 
men to suffer and die on their behalf.” (P.67.) But this does not 
mean what the Christian Church has always understood by these 
terms. “One sometimes turns away, dismayed that holy things 
should be so crudely treated, loaded down with gross materialism, 
concealed rather than illuminated by impossible metaphors and 


incredible analogies. ‘Infinite merit was concealed in every drop of 
blood that was shed on Calvary.’... One reads expressions such 
as these, and it is not difficult to understand why many people 


999 


look upon Christianity as ‘a religion of blood and bargain. 
(P. 95.) How, then, was the atonement made and the reconciliation 
effected? “The Christian faith is the declaration of God’s will to 
redeem; but to redeem how? To redeem by personally thrusting 
Himself into the very inwardness of the corrupted stream of human 
life to establish there a power of purification.” (P.91.) Such 
expressions are not merely hazy, but they deny outright what 
Scripture teaches concerning vicarious satisfaction. The atonement 
taught by Lewis hinges upon the transformation that takes place in 
man as a result of Christ’s work. “It is a suffering that engenders 
redeeming power. It means contact with sin, but it is a contact 
which makes possible sin’s destruction.” (P.93.) “You are to 
declare that in the Incarnation, God has made known once and 


very divinity of Christ” but adds: “We mean, then, that Jesus is so 
uniquely and concretely related to the power we call God that His 
divinity is beyond dispute,” and: “But this is quite different from 
ascribing deity to Jesus.” (Jesus Christ, Our Lord, p. 41,57.) No better 
than H.L. Willett, who, writing in the Question Box of the Christian 
Century, calls Jesus the “Only-begotten,” meaning: “Unique, unusual, 
rare, wonderful, unexampled, preeminent, well-pleasing, beloved.” 














Fighting Liberalism with Blunted Weapons 845 


for always the steadiness of God’s hatred of sin and the steadiness 
of His love for man. You are to declare the possibility of a 
relationship being established between God, a creative God of 
holy love, and sinful men. You are to declare a persistent but 
conditioned activity of the Divine Spirit which is concerned to bear 
upon the hearts and consciences of men the impact of what God 
in Christ has done on their behalf.” (P.219.) Lewis has learned 
much of his theology from Ritschl and from the other fathers of 
Liberalism. He makes, in spite of his strong words to the con- 
trary, ethics the basis of Christianity. Rejecting the teaching that 
“infinite merit was contained in every drop of blood that was shed 
on Calvary,” he proceeds to proclaim “the greatest truths ever 
offered to the minds of men. It is the truth of ‘God manifest in 
the flesh for us men and for our salvation.’ It is the truth that the 
source of the power that transforms and lifts” (italics ours) “is 
outside of our race but has poured this power into our race and 
has made it available to every individual. ... Just this is what 
was created by the Incarnation.” (P.95f.) Atonement is brought 
about by the transformation of man. Is there a Liberal who will 
not agree with such a teaching? 4 

The liberal reviewer does not like certain things in The Faith 
We Declare. “There is still too generous an adherence to the 
shibboleths and slogans of Fundamentalism.” But seeing in what 
sense Lewis uses these ancient shibboleths, he is, after all, quite 
satisfied with Lewis’s theology. “This is a great book.” 

TH. ENGELDER 





4-0 
Corr 


4) Dr.F.Pieper: “Kirn teaches: ‘We are compelled to make the 
transformation of man a factor in the work of the atonement.’ That 
means: We are compelled to divest the Christian teaching of its Chris- 
tian character and to transform it into a Romish-pagan doctrine of 
ethics or of works. That holds good with regard to all the theories of 
the atonement with which our age would supplant the satisfactio vicaria.” 
(Chr. Dog., II, p. 430.) — We add a few statements from Dr. Lewis’s book 
Great Christian Teachings, published in 1933, which show that we have 
understood him correctly: atonement hinges on man’s transformation. 
“To love and to live and to think and to serve as Christ loved and lived 
and thought and served—that is to attain the Christian salvation.” — 
The Father permitted Jesus to die as a criminal “not because there had 
to be satisfaction of His justice before He could forgive men, not because 
He demanded a sacrifice as a condition of His being gracious.” — “The 
cross saves us only as we share it.... Jesus Christ made our salvation 
possible, but we have to convert the possibility into actuality.” (See 
C.T.M., IV, p. 757 f.) 

5) After the above was written, the September issue of the Journal 
of the Am. Luth. Conf. came to hand. It reprints an article from the 
Lutheran Herald and gives it the heading “Hopeful — with Reservations.” 
Here are a few excerpts from the article: “A Christian Manifesto was 
Dr. Lewis’s confession of his errors in this respect in the past and 
a declaration of faith in the old fundamentals of the Christian religion. ... 
In the Christian Century, issue of June 14, Dr. Lewis speaks of ‘my 
break with the futilities of Modernism and my acceptance of Chris- 
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Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Cvangelien der Thomafius- 
Perifopenreihe 





Bweiundswanzigfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Quf. 10, 17—22 


Menfden fehen in der Regel auf Muferlicdfeiten. ,Cin Menfdh 
fiehet, twas bor Augen ijt”, 1Gam.16,7. Darum beurteilt man oft 
alle Unternehmungen der Menfden nah Zablen und Dimenfionen, 
und der Erfolg, auch in firdhlicjer Arbeit, wird nad gufriedenjtellender 
Statiftit bemeffen. Bit der Butwachs an Gliedern grog, hat man eine 
neue, grofe Rirdje oder eine pradjtige Schule gebaut oder ein fonftiges 
Unternehmen gliidlicdh hinauSgefiihrt, fo ift das Urteil iiber den 
Erfolg der firdhliden Arbeit in der betreffenden Gemeinde in der Regel 
ohne tweiteres giinftig. — Gchauen wir aber auf das Wort Gottes, fo 
mag allerdingS augerer Erfolg mit cin Mterfmal inneren Wacdhstums 
fein; aber diefe Tatjade ijt durchaus nicht an und fiir fich ausfdlag- 
gebend. Der Geiland gibt uns in unjerm Tert unter anderm die 
Richtlinien an, nad denen tir den Erfolg der Arbeit im Reiche Gottes 


bemefjen follen. 
Der Erfolg der Arbeit im Reide Gottes 


1.nam menfdlider Anfdauungsweife 
2. nad dem Urteil des Heilandes 


1 
Die Ausfendung der fiebzig Viinger wird am Anfang unfers Ra- 
pitels ergablt, und der HErr hatte diefen Gendlingen ausfiihrlide Un- 
weijungen gegeben. Gie waren in der Tat wandernde Prediger oder 


ianity in its Biblical and historical self-presentation’ as being final. 
So the author of A Christian Manifesto, after five years, reaffirms his 
acceptance of the Christian faith. ... On the other hand, it would be 
a mistake if we were to believe that the victory of evangelical Chris- 
tianity over unbelief and false doctrine is complete. In the first place, 
seeing the futility of Modernism does not necessarily mean the instant 
acceptance of full evangelical truth. ... Nor let us forget that so far 
it is the leaders of Liberalism who have begun to see the errors of 
their ways. ... It may take an entirely new generation of preachers 
before the errors of the past decades are obliterated from many Chris- 
tian pulpits.... Finally, it will be well for the Lutheran Church to bear 
in mind that a conservative Christian of the Reformed Church is not 
a Lutheran. That is why Lutheranism was never able to make common 
cause with the so-called Fundamentalists. ...” The closing paragraph 
reads: “And yet—let it be said again—#in spite of the reservations 
we must make, it should be a source of genuine joy and thanksgiving 
that a large part of Christendom in America, after two decades of 
wandering through the morasses of human reason, is getting its feet 
back on the solid ground of revealed truth.” When the writer of the 
above reads The Faith We Declare, he will revise his judgment that 
Dr. Lewis is back on the solid ground of revealed truth and broken 
with the futilities of Modernism. 
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Evangeliften, die die Botfdaft bom Reid) Gottes verfiindigen follten. — 
Wis diefe Manner von ihrer Miffionsreife gum Heiland guriicfehrten, 
twaren fie befonders hocherfreut itber die Art und Weife, wie die gott- 
Tiche Macht fic) durch fie bewiefen hatte, B.17. Die Tatfache, dafR 
fogar die Teufel ihnen untertan waren, fdien ihnen der wichtigfte 
Teil ihres Erfolges gu fein. 

Der Heiland gibt ihnen die VBelehrung, deren fie bedurften, BV. 18 7. 
&8 war allerdings an dem, dak fic) der HErr durch ihre Arbeit als der 
GBegwinger de3 Satans offenbarte. Und auch zu ihrer Perfon hatte 
fic) der Geiland dadurd befannt, dak er fie in befonderer Weije in 
ihrer Arbeit als Miffionare befdiibte. Wher fofort macht er auch darauf 
aufmerffam, dak diefe Vetweife feiner gottliden Macdht nidt der Haupt- 
atvect bei ihrer Gendung waren, fondern dak der eigentlide Grund ihrer 
Freude darin beftehen follte, dak ihre Namen im Himmel angefdrieben 
feien, B. 20. 

Xn diefem Unterricht des Heilandes liegt auch fiir un eine groke 
Wahrheit. Jn der Arbeit de3 Reicdhes Gottes follen nicht fenjationelle 
Unternehmungen die Hauptrolle fpielen, mie wir denn auch nicht be- 
fonder3 darauf aus fein follen, in die Augen fpringende Erfolge gu 
ergielen. Wllerdings fann der Heiland auch auf diefe Weife fich gu 
unferer Arbeit befennen, und feine Hand ift bis auf den heutigen Tag 
nicht verfiirgt. Bgl. Pj.91,13; Mark. 16,18. Wir follen uns gang 
befonder3 immer wieder an die Tatfache erinnern, dag ohne feinen 
Willen fein Haar bon unferm Haupt auf die Erde fallen fann. Er ijt 
mit und bei uns, und gu bebiiten in dem Werk der Reidgottesarbeit, 
die twit auf feinen Gefehl verridten. — Aber die Gauptiache ijt und 
bleibt bis auf diefen Tag die treue, ftille Arbeit am Evangelium, be- 
fonders auch durd) das Beugni3 von der Gewifheit, die wir haben, dah 
unfere Namen im Oimmel angefdjrieben find. Vgl. Fef. 49,16; Boh. 
10,28. Go wird die blok menfdlide Anfdhauungsweife von der Arbeit 
im Reich Gottes von dem HErrn guredhtgeftellt. 


2 

Der Heiland zeigt nun nod im befonderen, worin nach feinem 
Urteil der Erfolg der Arbeit im Reiche Gottes befteht. Cs ift derfelbe 
Gedanfe, den der Upoftel 1 Kor. 1, 18—31 ausfiihrt. Die Predigt von 
der feligmadjenden Gnade, das teuerwerte Wort, dak BEfus Chriftus 
gefommen ift in die Welt, die Siinder felig gu machen, bleibt fehr oft 
bor den Augen und Obren der Kiugen und Weifen diefer Welt ver- 
borgen, twabrend fie den Herzen der Unmiindigen offenbart wird. Was 
2Ror. 4,6 gefagt ijt, trifft immer wieder bei der Predigt des Coan- 
geliums zu, namic) dab der HErr durch diefes Licht einen Hellen Sdein 
in die Herzen gibt und fie fo zur Erfenntnis der Wahrheit bringt. Darin 
liegt der eigentlicje Erfolg der Arbeit im Reiche Gottes, VB. 21. 

Und die Wahrheit von der Seligfeit durch) den Glauben an die 
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Erlodfung durch Chrijti Blut bringt die andere Wahrheit mit fic, dap 
die Offenbarung der Perjfon und des Werkes Chrifti nur durd die 
Gnadenwirfung Gottes im Wort gefdehen fann, BV.22. Dem Sohne 
ift nad Gottes gnadigem Rat und Willen alles itbergeben. Bgl. 
Matth. 28,18. Und durdh die Erfenntnis de3 Sohnes wird die Er- 
fenntnis de3 Vaters im Hergen der Menfden getwirkt. Val. Joh. 6, 44; 
14,6—13; 17,3; 1,18. Mur durd diefe Offenbarung fann ein 
Menfd die Wahrheit bon der Exrlofung durch Chriftum erfennen; denn 
menjfdlide Vernunft und Kraft ijt nicht imftande, diefes Wunder gu 
begreifen. Wher eben darin bejfteht der Erfolg der Arbeit im Reiche 
Gottes, dak Menfdjen gu diefer feligmadenden Erfenntni3 der Wabhr- 
beit in Chrijto fommen. ££. C. KRrebmann 


Dreiundzwanzigfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Ruf. 18, 23—30 
Wir wiffen nidt, was den Fragefieller betwog, die Frage an 
SEfum gu ridten, BV. 23. Dem HergenStiindiger gefiel die Frage nicht. 
Daher gab er ifm und allen dort Antvefenden — und gibt aud) uns — 
gu berftehen, dak e3 twidhtiger ijt, auf die eigene Geligfeit bedadt 3u 
fein. Gr ruft un3 allen zu: 


pRinget dana, dab ihr durd) die enge Pforte eingehet!” 

1. Denn viele werden trob ifres Tradtens nigt 

hineinfommen 

2. €s ift nidt unmoiglid, in Gottes Reid ein- 

gugeben 
1 

Der HErr JFEfus richtete feine Mahnung nidt in erjter Linie an 
Rirdlofe, fondern an foldje, die Dem Volf Gottes gliedlid) angebirten. 
Das geht flar herbor aus B.26. Gie alle wollten felig werden. Gie 
alle tradteten mit mehr oder weniger Cifer danach, in den Himmel gu 
fommen. Sciner wollte gu den Verfludten gehiren. Go hiren aud 
heute in der driftlidjen Gemeinde alle Gottes Wort. Alle find getauft. 
We Kommunizierenden gehen gum WAbendmabhl. Alle gehen mit Chrifto 
und feinen Sriidern und Schweftern um, effen und trinfen bor ihm, 
laden ifn im Tifdgebet gu Gajfte. Wlle gebarden fic) auferlid als 
Kinder Gottes, alS Chriften. Werden fie deSwegen alle ins HSimmel- 
reid) fommen? 

B.24b gibt uns die Antwort. Viele tradten dana und werden 
dod nidt hineinfommen. Die Pforte ift ihnen gu eng, nicht teil Gott 
ettoa bon Ctwigkeit befdloffen hatte, nur menige Menfden zu erlofen, 
die meiften gu berdammen; auch nidt weil Gott e3 mit feiner Cinladung 
nidt ernjtlid) meinte. Wir wiffen: 1 Tim. 2,4; GSefek. 33,11. Die 
Pforte ijt ihnen eingig und allein deSwegen zu eng, weil fie entweder 
ihre Giinden, die Gott ein Greuel find, nidjt laffen wollen, Pf. 5, 4—6, 
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oder ihre Gelbjtgeredjtigteit fefthalten wollen, Jef. 64,6; Matth. 5, 20. 
We folde wollen nidt durd die eine enge Pforte, Chriftus, durch die 
man allein Durd) mabre Gergensbufe eingehen fann, in den Himmel ge- 
langen. Die werden an jenem Tage das Wort Hiren: ,,Ych fenne euer 
nidjt, too ihr her fetid”, V. 25. Er fennt fie nicht, weil fie eben nicht die 
Geinen fein noch ifn als ihren einigen Geiland annehmen twollten. Gie 
dienten fic) felber, ihrem fiindeliebenden, jelbftgeredhten Fleifdh. Bm 
Leben twollten fie nichts bon YEfu wiffen; nun erfennt er fie nit als 
die Geinen an. Das wird ihnen alS unertwartete Schrecfensbot{dhaft 
fommen. Gie werden ihm vorgalten: 8.26. Aber wer nicht glaubt, 
der wird berdammt, Marf.16,16; Apoft.4,12. Sarum bleibt dic 
Tiir gum Himmel in alle Ciwigfeit fiir fie verfdloffen. 

Goll der Heiland einft gu dir fagen: Weide bon mir? O fchreck- 
lider Gedanfe! Darum ringe danach, durd die enge Pforte eingu- 
gehen! Witte Gott um wahre Bue, um rechte Siindenerfenntni3, um 
rejten Hergen3glauben. Halte did) an deinen Heiland und laf did 
nichts bon ihm abbringen; dann twirft auch du eingehen gur eigen 


Seligteit. 
, 2 


&s ift nit unmoglid, ins Reid) Gottes gu fommen. C3 gibt cine 
Pforte zum etwigen Leben, FEfum Chriftum, Yoh. 10,9; 14,6. Diefe 
Pforte fteht allen offen, und FEjus ladet alle Menjfcjen ein, Matth. 
11,28. Qa, der Vater felber ift e3, der den Glauben wirft und da- 
dburd) Menfden gum Heiland und in den Himmel zieht, Yoh. 6, 44. 
So find Abraham, Bfaaf, Zafob, alle Propheten ins Reid) Gottes ein- 
gegangen, 1 Mof.15,6; 49,18. Micdht nur diefe Groken merden fiben 
im Simmelreidh, fondern bon allen Eden und Enden der Erde werden 
fommen, Die gu Tifdje fiben werden im Reich Gottes, V. 29. Wahrend 
folde, die Erfte gu fein fdjeinen, oft Lebte werden, werden biele, die 
jebt noch Lebte find, die Erften fein im Gimmelreid; nicht weil fie bon 
Natur beffer waren als andere, nidt teil fie fic) fo abgemiiht haben, 
fondern weil fie fich in der CErfenntnis ifrer Giindhaftigfeit durd 
Gottes Gnade an den Geiland Hielten, durch den allein, aber aud 
gang gewif, man felig twerden fann. Die dienen ifm dann aud in 
Riebe und Danfbarkeit und tun Fleif, ihren Veruf und ihre Ertwah- 
tung feft gu madjen; denn weldje foldje3 tun, werden nicht ftrauceln, 
fondern eS twird ifnen reichlich Dargereicht werden der Cingang gu dem 
etwigen Reid unfers HErrn und Heilandes YEfu Chrifti, 2 Petr. 1, 
10.11. Sarum ringet danad, durd die enge Pforte eingugehen! 

Uh. Catia 


Vierundzwanzigfter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Matth. 24, 1—14 


Durd die Siinde ijt nit nur der Tod eingelner (Mim. 5, 12 ff.), 
fondern auch die Vernichtung vieler auf einmal in die Welt gefommen, 


54 
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3-B. die Sintflut, 1 Moj.7; Godom, 1 Mof.19; die doppelte Zer- 
ftdrung Jerufalem3, 2 Rin. 24,25; unfer Fert. Wlle dieje Berjti- 
rungen zeigen den Zorn Gottes iiber die Giinde, Pf. 90,7 ff., und 
mabnen uns an das Endgeridt, das einmal gewif} itber die Welt fom- 
men wird. Un den Biingften Tag denfen wir befonders am Ende de3 
Rirdhenjahres. 
Chriftt Weisfagungen in begug anf die Zeit vor dem Yingiten Geridt 
1. Die naberen Umftande, unter denen die Beis- 
fagungen an Die Jiinger gerigtet murden 
2. Die ernften Warnungen, die darin ausge- 
fproden werden 


3. Die troftliden Verheifungen, die mir Kinder 
Gottes darin finden 


1 
Gs find ernfte Weisfagungen, die wir im Tert finden. Und 
fie tourden gur ernjten Stunde an Chrifti Diinger geridtet. JEfus 
hatte die Tebten Mtahniworte den Yuden gugerufen, und gwar in der 
Geiligen Woe, als er in Jerufalem eingegogen war, um dort 3u 
leiden und gu fterben, Rap. 21. Befonders am DienStag diefer Woe 
ridjtete er ernfte Warnungen an die Pbharifaer, Rap. 22, ja fprad 


iiber fie dad bvielfeitige Weh aus, Rap.23. Geine gu Herzen gebende 
Buppredigt fejloR mit der Geridhtsverfiindigung, 23,37—39. Dann 
ging er binaus aus dem Tempel, two er fein lebtes Beugnis abgelegt 
hatte, vertiindigte die Berftirung de3 Tempel3, V. 1.2, und als er dann 
Oftlich bon Jerufalem, etwa eine Stunde Wegs entfernt, mit feinen 
Siingern auf dem Hlberg fag, um nad dem fehtweren Tagetwerf ein wenig 
gu ruben, da beantwortete er giitig die beiden Fragen der Siinger, 
%.3. Bebhalten wir diefe ernfte Stunde im Auge! Betradten wir bon 
diefem grogen Ernft aus das Ende der Welt und was diefem Ende 
porbergebt! 

Uh, wie leicht nimmt e3 doch die Welt und das bife Fleifd der 
Chriften mit der Siinde! Go vielen ift fie nur eine Kleinigfeit. Darum 
nehmen fie e3 auc) nicht ernft mit Chrifti Warnung vor dem Geridt 
iiber die Giinde. (Beifpiele: die Gintflut, Yerufalems Berjtdrung.) 
So nehmen viele auch die Weisfagungen von dem Endgericht und den 
Beiden der Zeit nicht ernjt, 2Petr.3,4. Wir Chriften haben diefe 
Weisjagungen fo oft gehirt, daR auch wir fie faum fo ernftlid) be- 
tradten, alg wir follten. Bergegentwartigen wir un3 daber die ernften 
Zeitumftande, unter denen fie geredet tourden: fie waren Chrijti lebte 
groke Prophegzetung vor feinem Leiden, die ebenfo gewif in Erfiillung 
gehen wird, wie die iiber die Zerftdrung Qerufalem3. Wie fehreclid 
wird dDarum das Endgeridt fein! 
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2 


Sn unferm Lert befdhreibt Chriftus die Beidhen der Zeit bor dem 
Untergang der Welt. Er fpricdt in feinen Weisfagungen ernjte War- 
nungen aus, die un8 die Schredlichfeit des Weltuntergangs fehr wohl 
anbdeuten. €8 find fiirtwahr ernfte Beidjen der Beit, die uns unfer 
hodjgelobter Heiland hier als notige Warnungen ins Herg jchreibt. 
Getracdhten wir fie Daher mit rechtem Chrijtenerni{t! 

Bunadhft warnt uns der Heiland vor den grogen und mannig- 
faltigen BVerfiihrungen der lebten Beit, BV.4.5. Werfiihrer hat e3 ja 
immer gegeben, feitbem die erjte Verfiihrerin, die Schlange im Paradies, 
Eva betrogen hat, 1 Zim. 2,14. Aber vor dem Ende der Welt werden 
fich diefe Verfiihrungen immer mehr haufen. (Beifpiele aus der Kirden- 
gefdidte in alter und neuer Zeit.) 

Sodann warnt un3 Chrijtus vor Angft und Vergtweiflung in der 
gtogen irdifden Not, die die Welt vor ihrem Ende treffen wird, VB. 6—8. 
Wie die Verfiihrungen, fo gehiren auch Kriege, Seuchen, teure Zeiten 
und Erdbeben gu den Beiden der Beit, find fomit auch alle ernfte 
Warnungen Gottes. Wir follen daher fleigig darauf achten und be- 
denfen, twas Gott uns damit fagen will. (Beifpiele.) 

Weiter fagt der HErr getwaltige Chriftenverfolgungen, die die 
twahren Kinder Gottes vor dem Weltende treffen werden, voraus, B. 9. 
Schon gu Anfang der hriftlicjen Kirche hat fich diefe Weisfagung Chrijti 
ja aufs Wort erfiillt; ferner gur Beit der Reformation. (Veifpiele.) 
Wher vor dem Ende der Welt wird Satan nod einmal Chrijti Finger 
auf8 grimmigfte angreifen und ihnen da8 antun, wobon der GHeiland 
B.9.11 redet: grofe, fchtwere leiblidje und geiftlide Berfolgungen 
werden die Rirde treffen. 

Uber nit nur von augen, fondern aud) bon innen wird die 
Kirche angefodten werden, B.10. Yn der leiblicjen und geiftlicjen 
Verfolgung der legten Beit werden fich viele des Namens Chrifti jha- 
men, bom Cbangelium abfallen, felbjt die fdlimmiten Feinde der 
Singer BEfu fein, werden die wahren Kinder Gottes haffen und ber- 
raten. Damit geht gujammen B.12. Go twird e3 in der Welt wie in 
Der Guperen Rirde bofe ftehen. Werfiihrungen aller Art, Rriege, 
Seuchen, teure Zeiten, Erdbeben, Verfolgungen von allen Geiten, Unz 
gerechtigfeit, Lieblofigfeit — das alle3 find die Beicdjen der lebten Beit; 
und fo twarnt un denn der Heiland, damit wir in diefer bifen Beit 
ja feftftehen und nidt vom Glauben abfallen, BV.13. Darauf fpibt 
fich fchlieblic) die ganze Weisfagung unfers Heilandes gu: wir follen 
beharren. 

3 

Qn Chrifti Weisfagung finden fich aber doch auch trojftlide Ver- 
beifungen, B.13b. Wieviel ift nicjt in diefen furgen Worten ent- 
halten! Ya, auch die lebte Beit vor dem Weltgericht ijt Seligkeitszeit. 
Golange die Erde fteht, tinnen Giinder felig werden, BV. 24. Gottes 
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Wusertwwabhlte werden nicht verfiihrt, fondern eingebracht in das Reid 
Gottes. Benugen wir daher die uns iibrigbleibende Beit gur Er- 
langung der Geligfeit! Wir haben ja Gottes Wort rein und Lauter. 
Sorgen wir, dak wir mit unfern Lieben und vielen andern felig werden 
dburd den Glauben an Chrijtum YEfum! Denn Gott will uns 
felig maden, 1 Tim. 2, 1—6. 

Bu diefer troftliden Verheigung fommt nod BV.14. Das bedeutet 
nidt, dak alle Vilfer befehrt werden. Mach der Schrift gibt e3 fein 
Taujendjahriges Reich; denn Chriftus fagt ausdriidlid: gu einem 
Beugnis iiber alle Volfer”. Wlle Volker werden das Evangelium horen, 
aber nicht alle werden e3 annehmen. Dennod wird aus allen Volfern 
die Shar der Auserwwahlten eingebracht twwerdDen. ©O wie troftlich ift 
dies fiir un3, die wir Chrifti ,fleine Herde” find! uf. 12,32. Aber 
wie widtig ijt e3 aud, dak wir als Kinder Gottes und Biinger JCfu 
fein Wort aller Welt verfiindigen! Marf.16,15.16; Meatth. 28, 
19.20; 1etr.2,9. Denn dDurd uns will Chrijtus fein Cvan- 
gelium predigen lafjen. (Seifpiele: Bibelverbreitung, Radiopredigten, 
Traftatenverteilung, Wusfendung von Arbeitern ujiw.) 

AWnwendung. Warnung und Verheipung — beides wird uns 
im Tert dargeboten bon unferm Heiland in ernjter Stunde. Wie wollen 
twir un gu feinem Wort ftellen? OHebr.3,7.8. F. TF. Miller 


Sunfundzwanzigiter Sonntag nad) Trinitatis 
Xobh. 11, 21—27 
&s ijt der lebte Sonntag im Rirdhenjahr. Die Cpiftel und das 
Evangelium Handeln bom iingjten Tage. Grogfe Not und Triibjal 
foll der lebten Beit vorangehen, Matth.24,6—21. Gchon jebt leiden 
Chrijten oft Kummer und Hergeleid. Bur Vorbercitung auf die Not 
der Tebten Beit miiffen fie lernen, tie fie fich in fchweren Beiten ber- 
halten follen. 
Wie Chriften fic) im faweren Krenz verhalten 
1. Gie fiihlen fdmerglidh bie Tribjal 
2. Gie Taffen nigt nad im Gebet 
3. Gie beharren feft im Gottbertrauen 


1 

Bwifden den dret Gefdhiwiftern in unferm Tert und dem GHeiland 
bejtand ein enge3 Freundjdaftsband. BEfus bveriveilte gerne in ihrem 
Heim; fie batten e3 gern, wenn er dort einfehrte. Wo e3 fo in einem 
Haufe fteht, da fann man Gli und Bufriedenheit finden. Wo man 
mit Undacht betet: ,RKomm, HErr YEfu, fet unfer Gaft”, da wird man 
gliicfliche Leute antreffen. Aber mandmal fdeint das Gliicé zu meiden. 
So ging eS Hier. Liefe Vetriibnis war an die Stelle des Gliicfes ge- 
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treten. Lazarus war franf getworden und twar geftorben. Die beiden 
Sdweftern waren in tiefe Trauer verfebt worden. Faft flingt e3 mie 
ein Vorivurf, wenn Martha zum Heiland fpridt: B.21. Wir haben 
dir doch Nachricht gefandt; aber du bift nicht gefommen; du Hatteft 
doch fo leicht elfen fonnen! 

So ergeht e3 oft im Leben der Chrijten. Gie leben in Liebes- 
gemeinfdaft mit SCfu. Yn ihrem Glauben an den Heiland und in 
feiner Liebe finden fie ihr Glick. Aber oft gejchieht e3, dak Ddiefes 
Gliic geftért wird. C3 fommt Kranfheit, Not und Tod. Wie viele 
Chriften, auch unter un3, haben da fchon erfahren! Wie viele miiffen 
flagen: ied 385, 1! Da flagen Chriften oft: Wie fcdwer ijt dod 
mein Kreuz! Warum mu ish fo leiden? Was habe ich getan, daR 
diefeS Ungliic mich trifft? Gott hatte eS doch gang anders madden 
fonnen. Go geraten Chrijten wohl in tiefe Vetriibni3. Der Glaube 
ertotet nicht die natiirliden Cmpfindungen de3 Chriften. Cr fihlt 
und fiiblt oft fehmerglidh den Verlujt, da Kreuz. 


2 


Wher inmitten ihrer grogen Triibjal lajfen Chriften doh nicht nach 
im Gebet. Martha fpridt gu dem HErrn: B.22. Gie erfleht feine 
firbitte und Hilfe. Sie glaubt, dak er elfen fann. Gie jtellt feine 
gorderung. Wobl hatte fie guerft einen leijen Vortwurf ausgefproden, 
B.21. Uber fie hatte fic) fehnell eines Veljeren befonnen. C3 fann bei 
einem Chriften vorfommen, dak er auf foldje Gedanfen gerat. Aber 
folde Gedanfen finden nidt lange Raum in dem Herzen eines Chrijten. 

Martha bittet: Hilf mir! Go verhalten fic alle frommen Chriften. 
Sm Kummer beten fie. Gie halten fic) an Gottes Befehl und Ver- 
heifung. Gie ftellen nicht etiva Forderungen an den lieben Gott. 
Gie erfennen, dak fie wegen ihrer Gitnde nicht mert find, dak ihre 
Gebete erhirt werden follten. Wber fie glauben dod, dak fie durch 
Chriftum Gottes Kinder find und dak der Liebe Gott aus Gnade und 
Barmbergzigkeit ihre Gebete erhiren wird. Sarum Iaffen fie nicht 
nach im Gebet, wenn fie in Not geraten. Not Lehrt fie beten. Gie 
beten: Hilf mir, lieber Gott, wenn e3 dein Wille ijt! Und fchon viele 
Chrijten haben befannt, dak Gott ihre Gebete erhirt hat. 


3 


Darum beharren Chrijten feft in ihrem Gottivertrauen, aud) wenn 
die Not grok wird. Wenn die Not am groften, ijt Gott am nadhjten. 
Der Heiland troftet Martha mit den Worten: B.23. Ya, das weif 
fie wohl, B.24. Aber BEfus hat etwas anderes im Ginn; er be- 
reitet Martha darauf vor, B.25.26. Gie foll fehen, dagR er Macht 
hat iiber Leben und Tod. Und als er ihr da3 gejagt hatte, anttvortete 
fie: @.27. Welch ein Gottvertrauen! Gie glaubt, dag Chriftus 
Gotte3 Sohn ijt, dak er alles tun fann, daB er Lagarus vom Tode 
ertoeden fann. 
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Soldhes Gottvertrauen follen wir bei allen Chriften finden. Mag 
die Not aufs Wuferfte fteigen, Chriften beharren im Gottvertrauen. 
»Grofer als der Helfer ift die Not ja nicht.” Chrijten glauben an die 
Wimadt, die Wiwiffenheit und die Liebe Gottes. Sie glauben, dak 
Gott helfen fann und will. Bon der Liebe Gottes haben Chrijten einen 
herrliden Betweis: Gott hat feinen eingebornen Sohn gefandt, um die 
Menfden von Siinde, Tod und Teufel gu erlofen. Hat Gott diefe 
Liebe erwwiefen, jo wird er auch in irdijder Mot helfen. 

Chriften beharren in ihrem Gottvertrauen. Gerne beten fie die 
Worte des 23. Pfalm; fie fpreden: Lied 354, 1. Won folden Chrijten 
heift e3: Sef. 40, 31. 

Wohl erfahren wir Chrijten Triibjal; aber wir bleiben am BVeten, 
und tir beharren im Gottvertrauen. Go wollen wir bleiben inmitten 
der Not auf Exrden, bis wir endlich droben im Himmel! felig find, aller 
Not entfernt. : ®. Niedner 


Danftag 


1 Mof. 32, 10 
Mit Freuden fommen wir heute ins Gotteshaus, um den natio- 
nalen Danftag miteinander gu feiern. Dagu haben wir Chrijten alle 
Urfade; denn wir fennen den Geber alles Guten, den dreicinigen Gott. 
Gei uns ift die heutige Feier ein Befenntnis unfers Glaubens. (CErfter 


Urtifel.) Andere fennen den giitigen gittliden Geber nit oder 
ebren ihn dod nidjt, fefreiben fic) felber den Erfolg gu. Wir dagegen: 
Ried 350, 8. Wir haben unferm Gott viel gu verdanfen. Unfer Tert 
nennt uns bornehmlid) gwet Griinde, meshalb wir froblid) Danktag 
feiern follen. 


Bwei Griinde, die un gum Danken bewegen follen 
1. Gottes Treue 2. Gottes Barmberzigfeit 


1 


Der Patriard Yafob fteht an der Grenge de Heiligen Landes. 
Ginter ihm liegt Mefopotamien, wo er siwangig Yahre gugebradht und 
two Gott ihn fo reichlid) gefegnet hat; vor ihm das Land, das feinen 
Batern und ihm verheigfen ijt, Kanaan, mit frudjtbaren Talern uf. 
wn jeinem Leben fieht er itberall Spuren gittliden Gegen3. C3 war 
dies twieder ein denftwiirdiger Tag in feinem Leben. Engel waren ifm 
erfdienen, ihn gu ftarfen und ifren Schub ihm gugufagen, da er nidt 
ohne Grund fic) vor Cfau fiirdtete. WIS er fie fab, fprach er: 32, 2. 
Sdon auf dem Hintweg, als er vor Efau floh, waren ihm Engel bei 
Bethel erfdhienen. Nun befam er wieder die Verheifung des gittliden 
Sdukes. Yndem er dies bedadte und den Segen Gottes ertwog, mufte 
er ausbredjen in die Worte: BV. 10a; das um fo mehr, als er befennen 
mufpte: B.10b. Biwangig Yabre voll Miihe und Leides und Ent- 
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taufdungen lagen inter ihm, 1 Mof.31,40—42. Gott hatte ibn 
trobdem itberreiclich gefegnet. Sagt, hatte Yafob nidt Urjade gu 
innigem Dank gegen Gott? Und gwar war e3 befonders die Treue 
Gottes, die er riihmte. Was der HErr an ihm getan hatte und nod tat, 
twar alles nur Grfiillung feiner Verheipung. Cr hatte Abraham und 
Sfaat die Treue gefdworen, ihnen berheifen, ifr Gott gu fein, ihnen 
und ihren gablreiden Nachfommen Kanaan gu geben. Bei Bethel hatte 
er Jafob diefe Verheifung wiederholt, 1 Mof.28,13—16. Auf Gottes 
Befehl war Yafob nun umgefehrt, 1 Moj.31,3. Wok! fonnte er nun 
die Treue feines Gottes riihmen. 

Wir haben denjelben Grund wie Yafob, heute Gott von Hergen gu 
danfen. Denn wir batten urfpriinglic) auch nichts in unferer Hand, 
tweder geiftlicje nod irdifde Giiter. Was waren wir von Natur? 
Giinder, ohne Gerechtigfeit, fremde von den Teftamenten der BVer- 
heifung, ohne Gott und ohne Hoffnung in der Welt. Aber wir find 
dur feine Gnade zum Glauben gefommen; mir haben fein Wort rein 
und unberfaljdt; mir haben Vergebung durch Chrifti Blut, die felige 
Hoffnung de$ Himmels. Und was Hatten wir an irdifden Giitern? 
Wir haben nichts in die Welt gebradht. Gott hat un reicdhlid gefegnet, 
uns Leib und Geele, Augen und Obren, Vernunft und alle Ginne ge- 
geben, uns bverjehen mit allem Notigen gu unferm Unterhalt. Gerade 
aud) twenn wir auf da8 bergangene Yabhr blicen, finden wir nichts als 
lauter gittlide Giite. ,Q%n wiebviel Not Gat nicht der gnadige Gott 
iiber dir Fliigel gebreitet!” Gerade auch wenn wir unfer Los mit 
dem Los anderer vergleiden, finden tir, wiebiel Urfade gum Danfen 
twir haben. Auch wir find ,,gwei Heere worden”. 

€8 ift befonders Gottes Treue, der wir diefe Gaben und Giiter gu 
verdanfen haben. Gdjon in der Taufe hat Gott mit uns einen Gnaden- 
bund gemacht. Oat er ettwa diefen Bund nicht gehalten? Phil. 1, 6. 
Seine VerheiRungen gehen aber auch auf da8 Yrdifde. ch will mit 
dir fein, ich will dir wobhltun, fagt aud) uns der HErr, Matth. 6, 25 ff. 
nao ifm leben, tweben und find wir.” ,,€r forget fir euch.” Ya, felbjt 
in Triibjfal und Not will er bei und fein. Bft’s nicht wahr, dak Gott 
fich treu geblieben ift, fein Wort aud an uns wahr gemadt hat? 
Sof. 21,45; Pj.33,4. Drum freut euch und dant; apt euch nicht 
durd Kummer und Gram die Freude berderben! — Aber Gott ijt nicht 
nur allmadtig, nid&t nur treu und wabrhaftig, fondern auch barm- 
Herzig und bon groker Giite. 

2 

Das riihmen wir gum andern: Gottes Barmberzigfeit. Yafob 
war gang befdamt angefidts de8 gittliden Gegen3. Er denft an die 
vielen Giinden, die ihm noch anfleben, an die Sduld, die er bet Gott hat. 
Hat wohl etwas verdient, aber nur Zorn, Strafe. Go befennt er: 
ngu geringe aller Barmbergigfeit”. Nicht das geringfte Gut habe id 
erhalten, teil eS mir gufam. Go leitet ifn Gottes Giite gur Bufe, 











856 Predigtentwiirfe fiir die Evangelien der Thomafius-Perifopenreihe . 


fo empfangt er in redter Gefinnung die reiden Spenden feines barm- 
hergigen Gottes. 

Sa, das ift e3, mas uns heute gum Danfen betwegen foll: die 
Gnade und Varmbergigfeit unfers Gottes. Wie ftolg und hochmiitig 
find dod) die Menfdjen! Sie gablen heute ftolg und hoffartig die Vor- 
giige unfers Landes auf, al3 waren fie ihres cigenen Glitckes Schmied, 
twahrendD e8 doch heift: SBaf.1,17. ,Was Haft du, dagR du nidt 
empfangen Haft?“ Gang anders find dic Glaubigen gefinnt. Wiffen 
nicht nur, ,,e8 ift bie fein Unterfdied” uftv., fondern fagen auch: ,,Gott, 
fei mir Giinder gnadig!” Denfen nidt daran, fich ihrer Frimmigfeit 
gu riibmen. Gie wmifjen, Gott wirkt beide das Wollen und da8 Voll- 
bringen. Das gilt auch vom Srdifden. ,Und da alles aus Lauter 
baterlider, gottlicer Gitte und Sarmberzigteit” uj. Den Tod haben 
twir berdient; ftatt deffen gibt un der Vater Leben und Gedceihen, 
erfiillt unfere Gergen mit Speife und Freude, und giwar ohne unfer 
Verdienft und Wiirdigkeit. Miifjen mir nidt gefenften Hauptes fagen: 
nt bin nicht wert, daB du unter mein Dah gebheft”; ,ich bin gu 
geringe aller Barmbergzigfeit” ? 

Was follen und wollen wir tun angefidhts folcher Treue und 
BVarmberzigfeit Gottes? Des alles ich ihm gu danfen, zu [oben und 
dafiir gu dienen und gehorfam zu fein fduldig bin.” Freut euch iiber 
die Giite und Treue unjers Gottes, der feinen Bund halt und feine 
VerheigRungen wahr madt. Freut eud vor allem aber auch iiber feine 
Gnade und Barmberzigkeit. GenieBen wir nun frobliden Hergzen3 
das Gute, das der HErr uns bereitet hat: Wort, Saframent, irdifde 
Giiter und Gaben. Aber erfennen wir danfbar an: Gie fommen bom 
OHErrn. ,,Du tuft deine milde Hand auf” uf. Beigen wir nun aud 
unfjere Danfbarfeit, indem wir die Giite und Treue unfers Gottes vor 
andern riihmen, indem wir bor allem aud einen gottfeligen Wandel 
fiihren gum Lobe Gottes, und indem wir von unferm reiden irdifden 
Gegen andern mitteilen, die unjerer Gilfe bediirfen, und das Reid 
Gottes bauen helfen. eere Rafjen find fein Betweis mahrer Dank- 
barfeit, fondern geugen bon Unbdanf, bon einer Gefinnung, die das 
gerade Gegenteil ift bon der Gefinnung de3 Patriardjen Yafob. Wenn 
twir dann anfommen an der Grenge de3 himmlifden Ranaan und 
guriidbliden auf unfere Giinden und Sdiwadhheiten, aber aud auf die 
Gnade und Hilfe unfer3 Gottes und vorausblicen in die felige Ewigfeit, 
Dann twerden wir erft recht demiitigen Hergens Danttag feiern fonnen 
und in alle Gmigfeit rithmen und preifen finnen: 3c bin gu 
geringe” uftv. Lied 344, 2. Kaul Rinig 








Im nadften Jahrgang gedenfen wir Enttwiirfe itber die von der Synodal- 
fonfereng angenommene €pijtelreihe gu liefern. Die Redattion 
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War. — “And when he had opened the second seal, I heard the second 
beast say, Come and see. And there went out another horse that was 
red; and power was given to him that sat thereon to take peace from 
the earth and that they should kill one another; and there was given 
unto him a great sword.” Rev.6:3,4. At the beginning of September 
the frightful scourge of war with bewildering swiftness again fell upon 
a large part of the world’s inhabitants. The political and other merely 
external aspects of the subject do not concern us here. Nor is it our 
intention to write an editorial elaborating on the great truths that ought 
to flash upon us from the Scriptures. Let us here simply remind our- 
selves that the war proclaims in thunderous accents our sinfulness 
and that of our fellow-men, that it is a punishment falling upon a wicked 
world ripe for the Judgment, that it constitutes a call to repentance for 
all who have ears to hear, that it announces the rapid approach of the 
final catastrophe, the end of the world. With hearts that are constantly 
beseeching God, on the one hand, to be merciful and soon to end the 
conflict and, on the other, to lead men to heed the moral and spiritual 
lessons taught by this dread affliction, and with feelings of love for all 
that are engaged in the conflict, regardless of where our sympathies lie, 
remembering that Jesus commands us to love our enemies and remem- 
bering, furthermore, that Christians must avoid fostering sinful animosi- 
ties and must be peacemakers, let us be about our great task, preaching 
that real peace on earth which Jesus established through the — 
of His holy blood. A. 


Declarations Pertaining to Intersynodical Relations.— From the 
report of the Northwestern Lutheran on the convention of the Wisconsin 
Synod, we reprint the following paragraph: 

“A great amount of time, in fact three full sessions, were devoted 
to a most conscientious consideration and discussion of the request of 
our sister Synod, the honorable Ev. Luth. Synod of Missouri, Ohio, and 
Other States, to render an opinion on the resolutions of this body at 
St. Louis in 1938, declaring ‘that the Brief Statement of the Missouri 
Synod, together with the “Declaration of the Representatives of the 
American Lutheran Church” and the provisions of this entire report of 
Committee No.16 now being read and with Synod’s actions thereupon, 
be regarded as the doctrinal basis for future church-fellowship between 
the Missouri Synod and the American Lutheran Church. A communica- 
tion addressed to the Missouri Synod was adopted by the convention. 
This communication had the following content: In two preliminary 
points the historical data of the entire development are set forth. 
In a third the principles which ought to govern such a resolution as 
that adopted at St. Louis are enunciated. And finally, in a fourth point, 
the application is made to the present case, disavowing a real doctrinal 
basis for church-fellowship as existing at St.Louis and desiring of our 
sister synod that the implications of the Sandusky Resolutions and the 
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Pittsburgh Agreement be ‘officially recognized and made known to those 
within and without our Synodical Conference’ to the end that ‘confidence 
will be restored to a point where negotiations can be resumed, first to 
remove these obstacles and then to establish true doctrinal unity.’” 

The Gemeindeblatt of the Wisconsin Synod published this report: 

,»Befagliffe der Wisconfinfynode in begug auf die 
Beftrebungen der Miffourifynode, Lehreinigfeit mit 
der ALC. berguftellen. Wiel Beit wurde bet der diesjahrigen 
Tagung auf die Befprechung der Vereinbarung gwifden der 
Miffourifynode und der Amerifanifgh-Lutherifden 
Kirde (A.L.C.) verwendet. Und mit Redht. Unfere Synode ift e3 ihrer 
Schwefterfynode bon Peiffouri, die ihr diefe Gache vorgelegt hatte, ift e3 auch 
der Amerifanijd-Lutherifdjen Kirche fchuldig, eine flare und ungtiweideutige 
Stellung in Ddiefer Vereinigungsbewequng eingunehmen. Dies ift ohne 
Biweifel die widtigfte Angelegenheit, die unfere dieSjahrige Synodalver- 
jammlung gu befpredjen und gu entfdeciden hatte. Wir laffen die englifd 
berabfabten Bef liffe hier folgen, die einftimmig angenommen twurden. 

wi. Bir billigen den Standpunkt unfer3 Romitees, den eS in feinem 
Urteil und Vefund nach Teil I feines Vericdhts anfiindigt. 

»Gin beftehendes Komitee in Gachen der Vereinigungsbeftrebungen 
unter den lutherifehen Kirdenfdrpern hat fet Suli 1938 im Wuftrage des 
Prajes gearbeitet. Wus feinem Bericht nahm die SGynode Teil I an, der 
alfo Yautet: Wuf Grund feiner Beobachtungen, Beratungen und Bez 
fprechungen ift bas Komitee der UAnfidt, daw die Vehrgrundlage, die gwifchen 
Der Miffourifynode und der Amerifanijch-Lutherifdjen Kirche hergeftellt ijt, 
nicht annehmbar, ift, befonders nicht im GHinblic auf den Vorbehalt der 
Amerifanifh-Lutherifden Kirche, dak die urge Darlegung‘’ der Lehre der 
Miffourifynode im Lichte der ,Crflarungs der Amerifanifd-Lutherifden 
Kirche betrachtet werden miijje. CS follten nidt gwei Darftellungen als 
BVafis der itbereinftimmung herausgegeben werden. Vielmehr ift eine ein- 
gige gemeinfam abgegebene Grflarung unerlaplich, die die ftrittigen Lehren 
thetij& und antithetifd (aljo in Sarlequng der rechten Lehre und in Ver- 
twerfung der faljden Lehre) det. Weiter mu folche Lehrdarftellung in 
flaren und ungtweideutigen Wusdriiden gemadjt twerden, die nicht felbjt 
wieder miithfamer Crflarung bediirfen. Die Wufrichtigfeit einer theoretifd 
ridtigen Lehrdarlegung mu auch durch ent{prechende WAntwendung in der 
firdliden Praxis betwiefen twerden. 

»2. Wir halten dafiir: 

vA. dak die Gandusty-GVefdliiffe und die Pittsburgh-Vereinbarung er- 
twiefen haben, dak feine wirflide Lehrbafis gur Aufridtung der Rirchen- 
gemeinfdjaft gwifden der ehriviirdigen Gynode bon Miffourt und der Wme- 
rifanijdh-Lutherifdjen Rirde vorhanden war; 

»B. dak weitere Verhandlungen gur Herftellung bon KRirchengemeinfdjaft 
unter den gegentvartigen Verhaltniffen eine Verleugnung der Wahrheit in 
fich folieken und BVerwirrung und Storungen in der Rirde verurjacjen 
twiirden und darum bis auf meiteres eingeftelt werden follten; 

»C. dab, wenn auf diefe Weije offigiell anerfannt und allen innerhalb 
und auferbalb unjerer Gynodalfonfereng befannt gemacht worden ift, was 
die Sandusty-Befdliiffe und die Pitisburgh-Vereinbarung in fich fdhliegen, 
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wie unter A und B eriwafnt, das BVertrauen bid gu dem Grade wieder- 
hergeftellt fein twird, dak Verhaidlungen wieder aufgenommen tfwerden 
fonnen, um erft die beftehenden Ginderniffe gu befeitigen und dann eine 
fwahre Cinigfeit in der Lehre herguftellen. 

7d. Wir empfehlen: 

vA. dak unfere Wisconfinfynode ein Sehreiben an die ehrivitrdige Mij- 
fourifynode richte, in dem fie ihr von unferer Stellung Mitteilung madht; 

»B. dak der Prafes der Synode ein Komitee, gu dem er felber gehdren 
foll, ernenne, deffen Pflicht e3 fein foll, alle nur gu erlangende Snformation 
iiber die gegentwartigen Vereiniqungsbejtrebungen innerhalb der lutherijchen 
Kirche forgfaltig zu fammeln und iiber die Cntwidlungen Ddiefer Vewequn- 
gen an die Allgemeine Gynode oder die berfdiedenen Diftrifte, menn fo 
getwiinfeht, gu berichten.” 

The Lutheran Sentinel, the paper of our Norwegian brethren, reports 
this item in its account of the convention of the Norwegian Synod: 

“This resolution was adopted unanimously: ‘Resolved that the Synod 
hereby endorses the letter to Dr. J. W. Behnken, drawn up by the com- 
mittee appointed by the president to study the union movement between 
the American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod.’ In the dis- 
cussion it was pointed out that the so-called agreement that has been 
reached is not sufficiently clear and definite to exclude error. That 
there are wide open doors to contrary teachings was clearly demon- 
strated. The convention discussions on this point were marked by an 
outspoken ‘on the record’ attitude; and equally clear was the concern 
for the truth which must mark the brotherhood of those who are united 
in a common confession. The whole convention, on the floor and in 
the halls, was noted for a definite tone of deep concern for the main- 
tenance of our common faith with those of the Synodical Conference 
who have stood side by side with us in the past for Scriptural doctrine, 
faith, and life.” 

In the Australian Theological Review, Prof.H.Haman published the 
following article: 

“The Lutheran Union Movement. Naturally enough, Lutheran 
church-papers in Australia and in America devote more than a little 
space to the progress of the negotiations between the American Lutheran 
Church and the Missouri Synod, which negotiations have now been 
extended to the bodies with which these churches are affiliated and 
in communion. Besides, writing and printing on this topic are by no 
means restricted to the regular synodical organs. Whether any real 
progress has been made during the past year, as far as the rank and 
file of the ministers (and of the laymen) within the respective bodies 
are concerned, we are unable to say. In Australia nothing has been 
done, with the exception of a preliminary exchange of official letters; 
but there seems to be an earnest and urgent desire on both sides to 
get the discussions under way at last. In America conferences have been 
held by pastors belonging to the various synods joined in the Synodical 
Conference, and also by pastors of the two bodies which are now striving 
to bring about church-fellowship; the results are described as satis- 
factory. But unexpected obstacles have loomed up, and unexpected 
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opposition has been encountered. Still, were they unexpected? Men 
do not think and feel alike. Quot homines, tot sententiae. Even Chris- 
tians linked by the bonds of a common faith may argue and debate the 
question: If a breach in the Church, a breach of many years’ standing, 
is to be healed, what is the irreducible minimum that must be insisted 
on in the way of retraction, confession, guarantees? That there are 
divergent views on this point is not strange at all; the opposite would 
be astounding indeed. But discussion may help to clarify opinions, 
to harmonize differing views. One hesitates, at this distance, to add 
one’s voice to the many already raised. Yet a few observations may not 
come amiss. 

“Since the momentous action taken by the Missouri Synod at St. Louis 
(1938) things have not run altogether smoothly. It is not our intention 
to deal with statements emanating from the other side; though we may 
say in passing that the refusal to ‘sign on the dotted line,’ now almost 
historic, of which so much has been made, originally occurred in a letter 
(private?) to a pastor of the Missouri Synod who had asked for certain 
information. Of course, private or not, that letter is by this time public 
property, and we believe that its contents have been dealt with 
adequately by Dr.W.Arndt in the Concorpia THEoLoGIcAL MONTHLY, 
May, 1939 (p.387 ff.). We are now concerned with such criticism of 
the action taken by the Missouri Synod, and of its Committee on Lutheran 
Union, as has been published in our own circles, both officially and 
non-officially. Fears are expressed whether church-fellowship, if 
brought into being, would be based on true doctrinal unity; whether the 
doctrinal basis accepted by the two bodies is a sufficient and adequate 
one; whether the American Lutheran Church has really, by its Declara- 
tion, accepted the Brief Statement of the Missouri Synod; whether the 
Declaration is sufficient guarantee that certain errors formerly taught 
by the synods now united in the American Lutheran Church have 
actually been retracted; whether the efforts now being made to bring 
about a rapprochement between the A.L.C. and the United Lutheran 
Church would not inevitably involve the Missouri Synod in fellowship 
with the last-named body; etc. 

“We do not doubt that these and other apprehensions proceed from 
hearts that love and desire the truth. We should not dream of denying 
to conscientious doubters and objectors the right to express their 
opinion. In a matter of such vast importance, where, as one writer 
correctly points out, the congregations with their pastors must in the 
last instance decide, free discussion and criticism is a desideratum, 
a necessity. It is quite in order when dangers, obstacles, stumbling- 
blocks, oversights, are pointed out, or what seem to be such; people 
have a right to urge caution. Still, Sit modus in rebus. We for our 
person do not share the opinion of those who regard the doctrinal 
basis accepted by the Missouri Synod as insufficient. We do not share 
the fears of those who say that ‘The American Lutheran Church 
wishes the Brief Statement to be viewed in the light of the Declara- 
tion, according to a resolution adopted at its convention at San- 
dusky, O.; therefore, in the last analysis, the Declaration will be 
everything and the Brief Statement nothing. The fifth resolution 
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adopted at Sandusky begins with the words: ‘That we believe that 
the Brief Statement viewed in the light of our Declaration is not in 
contradiction to the Minneapolis Theses, which are the basis of our 
membership in the American Lutheran Conference.’ But that, if we 
understand English, is not the same as saying that ‘the American 
Lutheran Church wishes the Brief Statement to be viewed in the light 
of the Declaration, with the implication that the Declaration is norma 
normans and the Brief Statement is relegated to the position of norma 
normata. Again, since there are now two doctrinal statements adopted 
by the negotiating bodies, the fear is voiced that in case of differences 
each body will appeal to its own and reject the other; and hence the 
demand is raised that there should be but one doctrinal statement equally 
subscribed to by both parties. We cannot regard this demand as 
unreasonable, but neither do we regard it as necessary. However, since 
we have here not two political parties trying to agree on an innocuous 
formula and haggling over words and phrases to enable each to save 
its face, but two church-bodies which, in the fear of God and in the 
love of His Church and with regard to the welfare of souls, are trying 
to reach unity of faith and to confess a common faith, we can well 
imagine such a thing as these two bodies complying with the request or 
demand just mentioned, if it be urged by many, in the spirit of love 
and brotherliness. Or again, what is asked for is a confession, in thetical 
and antithetical form, covering all controversial points that have made 
a rift between the church-bodies in the past. Even though one granted 
the desirability of having such a confession, one would still have to face 
the question: Where shall we begin and where shall we end? Is it 
really necessary, and is it charitable, needlessly to exacerbate the 
feelings of the present generation by demanding that it disavow errors 
from which it feels and knows itself free, because its fathers or grand- 
fathers once maintained these errors? Certainly a confessing Church 
is bound to reject error as well as to uphold the truth of God’s revela- 
tion; but just as certainly Christian charity and practical Christian 
wisdom will have to play their part in determining the procedure to 
be adopted, or the language to be used, when two churches record the 
fact that, after long and carefully examining and discussing teachings 
that divided them, they have at last attained to unity on the basis of 
the Word of God. Matters are not helped when people, dissatisfied with 
the way in which things were done, propound a carefully excogitated 
scheme and attempt to communicate to others their own conviction that 
this scheme is the only one which has the sanction of the divine Word. 

“Two matters in particular we must strongly deprecate and deplore. 
In their well-meaning but misdirected zeal, certain writers have 
expressed distrust of the Committee on Lutheran Union and distrust 
of the bona fides of those with whom fellowship is sought, even while 
strenuously and no doubt quite sincerely disclaiming any such intention. 
The Committee on Lutheran Union has been at work for years; the 
result of its labors were placed before the St.Louis convention in 
a number of resolutions by Committee No.16; and as far as we can 
gather, the Missouri Synod has through that convention pronounced 
upon these recommendations in no uncertain voice. Pastors of both 
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bodies are encouraged, by resolution, to meet in smaller circles to 
discuss the doctrinal basis and questions of church practise; the Com- 
mittee on Lutheran Union is to continue its work. The Missouri Synod 
went on record that agreement in practise is needed for true unity, 
referring specifically to ‘the antichristian lodge and anti-Scriptural 
pulpit- and altar-fellowship and all other forms of unionism’; besides, 
it resolved that ‘the establishing of church-fellowship between the 
American Lutheran Church and the Missouri Synod will depend also 
on the establishing on the part of the American Lutheran Church of 
doctrinal agreement with those church-bodies with which the American 
Lutheran Church is in fellowship.’ In other words, the Missouri Synod 
recognized that un-Lutheran practise and synodical affiliations might 
prove to be the rocks on which the consummation of church-fellowship 
may come to grief. All this was published long ago; everybody in the 
Missouri Synod is, or can be, aware of it. Just why, then, should any 
one doubt that the Committee on Lutheran Union, the officials of the 
Missouri Synod, or the editors of its church-papers will in the future 
display the same circumspection and conscientiousness and the same 
devotion to confessional principles which they have displayed in the 
past? It seems to me that these men are as well aware of all the 
relevant facts and factors as their critics. If there should be on the part 
of the American Lutheran Church and the synods affiliated with it an 
unwillingness to renounce un-Lutheran practise and to forsake unionistic 
associations, or even an inclination to enter into union with others whose 
doctrinal and practical unsoundness has long been a grief to sound 
confessional Lutheranism, then the whole matter will be off, to put it 
bluntly. Of this we have no doubt. Or should the partners of the 
Missouri Synod in the Synodical Conference decline, for reasons of 
conscience, to give their approval to the doctrinal basis and the estab- 
lishing of church-fellowship with the American Lutheran Church, the 
Missouri Synod will with Christian charity and patience hold the matter 
in abeyance until apprehensions are removed and legitimate wishes met. 
Of this, too, we have no doubt. As regards the American Lutheran 
Church, Christian love and common decency demand that its Declaration 
be taken at its face value and that no doubt should be expressed or 
entertained regarding the sincerity of the men who dealt with the com- 
mittee of the Missouri Synod. It is not ethical to suspect trickery and 
subterfuge; nor can such suspicions be justified by quoting incidents 
from sixteenth-century church history. It is true, the American 
Lutheran Church declared at Sandusky: ‘We are not willing to give up 
membership in the American Lutheran Conference.’ But that body 
also resolved: ‘We are ready to submit the aforementioned doctrinal 
agreement to the other members of the American Lutheran Conference 
for their official approval and acceptance.’ So matters stand. We can 
only wait and see and meanwhile hope and pray. The door is still 
open; let no one rush forward to close it prematurely. 

“The other matter which we must not simply deplore, but censure 
in the spirit of meekness, is the ‘intemperate language resorted to by 
some of the friends from our own side. Nothing is quite so contagious 
or infectious as the feeling of panic. Those writers who pour out in 
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printer’s ink their doubts and fears, their anxieties and apprehensions; 
who in their mind’s eye already see the Missouri Synod fallen from 
its high estate of strict confessionalism and entangled in unsanctified 
alliances with unionists and errorists—these are not rendering their 
Church or other churches a service, to say the least. Is it right to 
unsettle and unhinge the minds of readers by filling them with a vague 
dread of dangers which are certainly always present among sinful men 
in a sinful world, but to which the officials and committees of the 
Missouri Synod mainly charged with conducting the negotiations are 
extremely unlikely to succumb? Sorrowfully, not cynically, we record 
our conviction that about one half of what we have read on the move- 
ment ought never to have been written. One writer explains why our 
committee was .‘so easily deceived’; another opines that, unless the 
American Lutheran Church now takes the action expected of it, ‘our 
colloquents and the St.Louis faculty have suffered themselves to be 
deceived.’ In an editorial comment we read: ‘Meanwhile some Lu- 
theran leaders are driving with the throttle wide open, full speed 
ahead, toward a union overriding all obstacles. ... Just what the 
driving motive is behind all this speed for union [Sic! After negotiations 
and discussions extending over decades. —H.H.] this present writer has 
not been able to ascertain.’ Later the same article speaks of a mad 
scramble for unionism and asks whether Missouri will soon find itself 
in a combined Church ‘embracing all Christendom, Protestants, and 
Catholics, not forgetting the Jews.’ The notion may be ridiculous, he 
admits; ‘but with the craze for unionism all things are possible.’ 
Evidently some of us are slipping into the language of propaganda with 
its ‘weasel words,’ and some are becoming slightly hysterical. At times 
the situation is not without its touch of humor. Thus one of our friends 
reiterates that, before Missouri can enter into fellowship with any 
church-body, there must be some guarantee that there will be in that 
body doctrinal discipline, doctrinal control, Lehrzucht. Most truly 
spoken, and we very heartily agree; but why should the gentleman 
assume that those whom he admonishes are not sufficiently alive to this 
necessity? 

“What amuses the present writer is this, that exactly the same point 
was stressed by a representative of the American Lutheran Church 
when discussing a statement made by members of the U.L.C. on the 
inerrancy of the Scriptures. He said, according to the Concorp1a THEO- 
LOGICAL MontHty, June, 1939, p.458: ‘Ohne Lehrdisziplin kann keine 
Kirche auf die Dauer gesund bleiben.’ This saying is attributed by 
the C.T.M. to M.R, which we suppose to stand for Dr. M. Reu. 

“And why all this? Not only because it interests us and concerns 
us as Lutherans in fellowship with the Missouri Synod, but also because 
it may teach us something for the time when discussions begin here in 
Australia, which, we hope will be soon. That the Missouri Synod is 
yielding never a whit to unionism and indifferentism must be plain as 
daylight to all who read the Lutheran Witness and the Concorp1a 
THEOLOGICAL MonrTHLY with care. Every new development is promptly 
published, moreover, and may be read by all and sundry. We have 
seen no trace of a desire to hide or hush up any matter. So let us, while 
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adhering strictly to the Scriptures and our Lutheran Confessions, strive 
to keep sober sense and judgment, to remain scrupulously fair, and to 
speak the truth in love. The movement spoken of is still fraught with 
promise, as far as we know now. It is worth praying and working for. 
We have no patience with those who hint that it proceeded from mere 
megalomania and the desire to impress the world with large numbers. 
The issue cuts much deeper than that. There is, first of all, God’s will 
and command, Eph.4:3. There is the need of the world in an age of 
apostasy. There is the scandal and offense of a divided Christendom and 
a divided Lutheranism. Australian Lutherans feel uncomfortable when 
they see, in many a tiny settlement, a church of the U.E.L.C.A. on one 
side of the road, and a church of the E.L.S.A. on the other; they 
know what heartburnings, what misery and wretchedness, are caused 
in many a family by this state of affairs. There is the foreign mission- 
field. We wish that we could send all those armchair critics who speak 
slightingly of the present movement into the foreign field for a term, 
so that they might see with their own eyes the shock of pained surprise 
in converts who learn that there are many Christian churches and that 
there are various Lutheran bodies not in communion with each other. 
Do we, then, advocate unionistic fellowship? Not for one moment. 
All these things, unbearable though they sometimes seem, must be borne 
for the truth’s sake and for conscience’ sake. We can do nothing against 
the truth and nothing against conscience. But we can work for a God- 
pleasing Lutheran union, in particular when the opportunity arises. 
It is good to say, The consummation will come in God’s own time, 
when thereby we mean that only His Spirit and His blessing can bring 
it about. It is not good to speak thus, however, when this pious senti- 
ment is made the excuse for doing nothing. Ora et labora! We pray for 
daily bread, and that implies that we work for our daily bread. Our 
prayer for peace puts on us the obligation to work for peace. Prayer 
for Lutheran unity can hardly be earnest and sincere if we are not 
willing to make efforts to attain it. Our prayer is: May God in His 
mercy and truth so direct the hearts of men that in the unity of the 
true faith and in sincere confession of His holy Word they may reach 
that Lutheran fellowship toward which they are striving.” A. 

Concerning Church-Fellowship Discussions in Australia. — With re- 
spect to discussions on the establishment of church-fellowship between 
them and the United Ev. Luth. Church of Australia our brethren in 
Australia published the following paragraphs in the Australian Lutheran: 

The Lutheran Herald (U.E.L.C.A.) of March 27, 1939, contains 
“A Paper for the District Synods of the U.E.L.C.A.,” “An Open Letter 
to the E.L.S.A.,” written by the President of the U.E.L.C.A., and in- 
viting reply. 

We reply: The “Open Letter” puts the clock back to zero, inasmuch 
as it is guilty of, proclaims, and defends, a basic error, an unscriptural 
twofold principle of Scripture interpretation, which is the root evil of 
all doctrinal dissension and which, consequently, leads to further doc- 
trinal error. 

1. Christ, the apostles, and prophets attest that Holy Scripture, or the 
written Word of God, is the only source and standard of doctrine and 
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rule of faith and life, or the true and only principium cognoscendi 
(Schriftprinzip), principle of knowledge. 

Jesus: “It is written,” Matt.4:4; “The Scripture cannot be broken,” 
John 10:35. 

2. The Reformation fathers recognized only one principle of knowl- 
edge and interpretation, and would have Scripture alone posit, decree, 
or determine doctrine as to fact and quality. 

Luther: “The Church has no authority to establish (create or decree) 
an article of faith; this she has never done and never will.” 

Quenstedt: “Divine revelation is the first and last source of sacred 
theology, beyond which theological discussion among—Christians dare 
not proceed.” 

Confessionsa; “The rule is: The Word of God shall establish articles 
of faith, and no one else, not even an angel.” (Trigl., p. 467, § 15.) 

“We believe, teach, and confess that the sole rule and standard 
according to which all dogmas together with (all) teachers should be 
estimated and judged are the prophetic and apostolic Scriptures of the 
Old and of the New Testament alone.” (Trigl., p.777, § 1; cp. p. 851, § 1.) 

3. We deny that the Reformation principle “consists of the two 
principles: the Scripture alone, faith alone, not one without the other, 
but both together, not one more stressed than the other, but both stressed 
alike as of equal value,” that is, Scripture and faith coordinated and 
regarded as having equal value and power in the positing, testing, and 
interpretation of doctrine as to fact and quality. 

4. We deny that “the only right way of explaining the Scripture is 
that which applies both principles of the Reformation, the Scripture 
alone, faith alone, equally and both as of equal importance.” 

Neither the Scriptures nor the Reformation fathers coordinate faith 
with the Scriptures, nor do they permit faith to be the cojudge of the 
fact and quality of doctrine. 

5. We hold that the doctrine of justification by grace, through faith, 
is the central doctrine of saving truth and the touchstone and standard 
according to which man’s subjective, personal faith is to be tested and 
judged and his interpretation or understanding of any doctrine is to be 
examined to ascertain whether or not both agree with the Gospel of grace. 

6. The subjective, personal faith of a man, whether theologian or 
not, cannot be the source, standard, and cojudge of doctrine, inasmuch 
as Scripture alone in its doctrine of justification is the source and object 
of saving faith. 

7. The Reformation principle grace only signifies that God’s favor 
is bestowed freely on the sinner for Christ’s sake. 

8. The Reformation principle faith only signifies the means whereby 
the grace, or favor, of God becomes the sinner’s own, to the total exclu- 
sion of man’s efforts and works. 

St. Paul: “For by grace are ye saved, through faith; and that not of 
yourselves; it is the gift of God; not of works, lest any man should 
boast,” Eph. 2:8, 9. 

9. Scripture alone is the source of faith. “Faith cometh by hearing, 
and hearing by the Word of God,” Rom. 10:17. 

10. Scripture is the object of faith; it precedes, reveals, determines, 
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demands; faith follows, receives, and assents without question to, every 
doctrine posited by Scripture; it apprehends God’s Word and promise, 
God’s mercy and forgiveness of sins, and Christ as the Redeemer and 
Mediator; it is effected, or wrought, guided and ruled, by the Word; 
it is a witness and gives testimony to the doctrines posited by Scripture. 

11. The introduction of faith as a cojudge of doctrine is to elevate 
the “blissful experience of the living Christ,” “pious self-consciousness,” 
“Christian experience,” “enlightened reason,” and the “unanimous con- 
sent” of theologians or the Church to a position of authority over the 
Scriptures. 

12. The introduction of faith as a coordinate principle with Scripture 
in determining the fact and quality of doctrine is to coordinate the effect 
with the cause. This is both unscriptural and illogical. 

13. The interpretation of Scripture operating with Scripture as “one 
organic whole,” general scope of Scripture, entirety of Scripture, “das 
Schriftganze,” allied with the subjective faith of the theologian as a 
cojudge of doctrine, sets aside the sedes doctrinae, the clear Scripture- 
passages which treat of the particular doctrines, and destroys all cer- 
tainty of doctrine. 

Kliefoth (German theologian) terms the phrase “organic whole of 
Scripture,” “das Schriftganze,” “eine unvollziehbare Phrase,” an unwork- 
able and useless proposition. 

14. The doctrines of Scripture are derived from the proof-passages 
(sedes doctrinae), that is, from the clear and unmistakable passages in 
which the particular doctrines are set forth, and not from the “entirety 
of Scripture” or the “general scope of Scripture” or the “organic whole 
of Scripture” (vom “Schriftganzen”). 

The reading of a book to have its “organic whole” make a general 
impression on the mind is of little or no value, inasmuch as the result 
must be confusion; but concentration on the particular statements and 
doctrines brings clarity. 

15. Doctrinal differences cannot be removed and unity attained by 
permitting the “one organic whole” of Scripture, together with subjec- 
tive faith, to have its general effect, or make a general impression, on 
the mind and imagination of the theologian, but by determining the con- 
troversial point (status controversiae) and then placing it in the light of 
all clear Scripture-passages that treat of the particular doctrine or point 
in question. 

16. The distinction between fundamental and non-fundamental doc- 
trines has not the purpose of showing what doctrines may be dispensed 
from faith, inasmuch as all truths of Scripture are facts of doctrine and 
articles of faith, even if not of saving faith. 

17. Fundamental doctrines are all those doctrines that a man must 
know and beiieve in order to be saved. 

18. Non-fundamental doctrines are all those doctrines of which a 
man may be ignorant and yet have saving faith. 

19. Non-fundamental doctrines, truths of Scripture, are neither open 
questions nor problems, inasmuch -as Scripture does not leave them 
open to question nor declare them to be problems which are to be 
solved by the keen and inquiring mind of the theologian. 
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20. Unity cannot be attained by evading or forsaking the sedes 
doctrinae, the clear and unmistakable passages of Scripture which set 
forth the particular doctrines; by coordinating Scripture and faith in 
the positing of doctrine as to fact and quality; by viewing the Scripture, 
and operating with it, as “one organic whole”; by avoiding the discus- 
sion of the individual doctrines in dispute as of “minor importance,” 
open questions, problems, and agreeing to disagree. 

21. Unity cannot be brought about easily or be said to exist because 
all are Lutherans holding to Scripture and Confessions, sing the same 
hymns, use the same Catechism, take the same ordination vow, are 
Australian Lutherans, and have in common a truly Australian sentiment 
and outlook, inasmuch as Scripture doctrine is intended for all nations, 
and Scripture is not concerned with the ancestry, sentiment, outlook, 
and nationality of any man. 

22. Unity can be attained only when pastors and congregations face 
the fact that serious doctrinal differences do still exist, and are willing 
and ready to discuss the basic principle of the interpretation of Scripture 
and the differences in the individual doctrines that separate them, to the 
exclusion of all unionism, before unity is attained. 

23. We agree that the difference is not only “vital,” but hold also 
that it is divisive of church-fellowship; and therefore we ask for the 
early resumption of doctrinal discussions on the individual points of 
difference, both of the “main,” or “fundamental,” and the “minor,” or 
“non-fundamental,” doctrines, that unity may be established. 

24. We hold that friendly doctrinal discussions are possible; and 
we are not minded to enter into or countenance mutual recriminations 
in regard to past history, inasmuch as we are convinced that they will 
hold up, and may easily result in preventing, doctrinal discussions 
altogether. Complaints regarding past history may receive attention, if 
necessary, at a later stage or when unity in doctrine has been established. 

25. It will be necessary, should the intersynodical committees agree 
in doctrine, that all pastors, conferences, committees, parishes, and con- 
gregations of both bodies signify agreement, act accordingly, and deal 
with those who obdurately oppose themselves to the truth. 

26. Confessions: “From this our explanation, friends and enemies, and 
therefore every one, may clearly infer that we have no intention of 
yielding aught of the eternal immutable truth of God for the sake of 
temporal peace, tranquillity, and unity (which, moreover, is not in our 
power to do). Nor would such peace and unity, since it is devised 
against the truth and for its suppression, have any permanency. Still 
less are we inclined to adorn and conceal a corruption of the pure 
doctrine and manifest, condemned errors. 

“But we entertain heartfelt pleasure and love for, and are on our 
part sincerely inclined and anxious to advance, that unity to our utmost 
power, by which His glory remains to God uninjured, nothing of the 
divine truth of the Gospel is surrendered, no room is given to the least 
error, poor sinners are brought to true, genuine repentance, raised up 
by faith, confirmed in new obedience, and thus justified and eternally 
saved alone through the sole merit of Christ.” (Trigl., p. 1095, § 95.) 

K. 











868 Theological Observer — Rirdhlidy- Seitgefdichtlices 


U.L.C.A. Leaders and the Pittsburgh Agreement.—JIn the July, 
1939, issue of the Lutheran Church Quarterly (U.L.C.A.) the widely 
held view that through the Pittsburgh Agreement the commission of 
the U.L.C.A. for closer relations with other Lutheran bodies accepted 
the position of the A.L.C. and of the Missouri Synod toward the Holy 
Scriptures, is shattered. This number of the Lutheran Church Quarterly 
makes it evident that in certain influential sections of the U.L.C.A. 
there is no intention to accept the doctrine of the verbal inspiration and 
the inerrancy of the Holy Scriptures. Dr. H. Offermann, a member of the 
U.L.C. A. commission, in explaining why this commission drafted a dec- 
laration on the Word of God and the Scriptures to be presented to the 
Baltimore convention, states that the U.L.C.A. commission found the 
Missouri Synod position as outlined in the Brief Statement unacceptable, 
and he does not say that now, since the Pittsburgh Agreement has been 
adopted, the commission has changed its view. In addition, Prof. F. 
Nolde, of Mount Airy seminary, a colleague of Dr. Offermann, joining 
him in a symposium on the Baltimore Declaration, boldly sponsors de- 
structive views of higher criticism. Speaking of the significance of the 
Baltimore Declaration for the educational program of the Church, he 
seeks to show, taking Gen.1 as an object-lesson, how the narratives of 
the Holy Scriptures may be taught if one is guided by the Baltimore 
Declaration. Unblushingly he says: “Pupils may later discard the 
scientific import of the story.” Concerning the child’s reaction he says 
that it should be “not so much to specific and detailed facts but to the 
following values: a) God is the Creator, and the story in Genesis tells 
how people explained the way in which God had created the world.” 
Besides he sponsors the oft-exploded view that in Gen.1 and 2 we have 
two creation accounts. No wonder that Dr. Reu, drawing attention to 
some of these things in the Kirchliche Zeitschrift for September, de- 
clares: “Wie kann man hoffen, dass unsere Pittsburgh-Erklaerung in 
unserem Sinn von den Vereinigten Lutherischen Kirchen angenommen 
wird, wenn Lehrer dieser Kirche schon die Baltimore-Deklaration be- 
handeln, wie es hier geschieht?” A. 


D. Reu iiber Unionismus. Yn der ,Kirdhliden Beitfdrift” vom Yuni 
DiefeS Yahres hat Herr D. Me. Meu einen langeren Wuffab iiber Unionismus 
beroffentlicht, der trefflide Wusfiihrungen iiber diefe3 michtige Mhema ent- 
halt. Der Auffab war urfpriinglic) als Vortrag fiir die interfynodale freie 
Konferenz, die am 8. Mai in Cedar Rapids tagte, gefdrieben und tourde 
dort an jenem Datum verlefen. Der Vortrag wurde twiederholt auf der 
freien Ronfereng gu Rodjelle, JUl., am 28. Wuguft, und auf der gweiten freien 
Konfereng gu Cedar Rapids, die am 18. September ftattfand, twurde er de3 
langeren befprodjen. Wir unterbreiten hier befonders widhtige Wbfchnitte, 
mit einigen Bemerfungen unfererjeit3. 

»dMelandthon hat, wenn nicht alles taufeht, fiir feine Perjon die Gegen- 
wart deS Leibes und Blutes Chrifti im WAbendmabhl bis an fein Lebensende 
feftgebalten, tropdem dag er bereit war, mit Calvin in einer Rirche gu- 
fammengugehen. Das ift beim Unionismus haufig der Fall. Und gerade 
die3, dDaB man beim Cingehen einer Union doch feine eigene Hbergeugung 
nicht aufgugeben braudt, fondern bloR neben diefer einer andern Raum ge- 
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twabren muk, wird gerne als Mittel gebraucht, um fotwobhl fein eigenes tie 
da3 Gelviffen anderer gu ftillen. Man erfennt dabei ein Doppeltes nicht: 
1. dak man damit, dak man der entgegenftehenden Meinung ausdriidlid) 
Raum gibt und ihr Beredhtigung gugefteht, entweder der Sdhrift die Klar- 
heit und Cindeutigfeit abjpridjt oder dem Yrrtum neben der Wahrheit 
Erxiftengrecht gugefteht oder gegen das, was eigentlich biblijde Wahrheit ift, 
wenigftens infofern gleichgiiltig ijt, Dak man auf ihrer abjoluten Gitltigfeit 
nicht mehr befteht; 2. erfennt man nidt, dab man mit dem Bugeftandnis des 
Rechtes von gtvcierlei Meinung in einem Lehritiid eine fchiefe Chene be- 
treten Hat, die notwendig immer tiefer gieht und gu doftrineller Gleid- 
giltigteit iiberhaupt fiihrt, wie wir an der Preugifdjen Union das traurig{te 
Beifpiel haben. Doftrineller Qndifferentismus ift beides, die Wurgel des 
Unioni3mus wie fein Refultat. Wer die Ubfolutheit des Wutoritatsanjpruds 
der Schrift und die Cindeutigkeit ihrer Wusfagen in begug auf alle Funda- 
mentallehren theoretijceh) wie prattifd anerfennt, mug allem Unionismus 
gram fein.” 

,»@ibt e3 eine dritte Form de3 Unionismus? AWllerdings. Wabhrend 
e3 fich bet den beiden erften Formen um Yndifferengierung der Lehrunter- 
fciede gwifden der Iutherifden und der reformierten Kirche handelt, fann 
eine abnlide Qndifferengierung der biblifchen Lehre in der Lutherifden Kirde 
felber eintreten, Die e3 denen, die e3 treu mit dem Befennini3 meinen, nidt 
erlaubt, mit gewiffen Zeilen der lutherifden Kirche in Kirchengemeinjdaft 
gu treten oder gu bleiben. Smwar befennen fic alle Teile der lutherifden 
Kirche der Welt offigiell entweder gur gangen Ronfordia von 1580 oder 
dod) gur Augsburgijden Konfeffion und gu Luthers Kleinem Ratedhismus, 
berpflicjten auch fo oder fo ihre Paftoren und Profefforen darauf. Aber 
jedermann tveif, Dak man die Verpflidtung auf die Symbolifden BViicher 
auch in den Beiten de Rationalismus mweithin aufrechterhalten hat — ift 
doch felbjt Semler, der Vater der modernen Vibelfritif wie de3 Liberali8mus 
in der Theologie iiberhaupt, fiir ihre offigielle Anerfennung eingetreten — 
und dabei doch nichts andere3 mehr gu bieten getwuft hat als die Theologie 
und Meligion de$ natiirliden Menjden. Darum ijt das Brief Statement 
der Niffourifynode gang im Recht, wenn es fagt: 

“‘The orthodox character of a Church is established not by its mere 
name nor by its outward acceptance of, and subscription to, an orthodox 
creed but by the doctrine which is actually taught in its pulpits, in its 
theological seminaries, and in its publications. On the other hand, 
a Church does not forfeit its orthodox character through the casual in- 
trusion of errors, provided these are combated and eventually removed 
by means of doctrinal discipline.’ 

»Das ift e3, twas uns trennt nicht nur bon der neuen Deutfdh-Cbange- 
lifden ReichStirde, die ja nach ihrer RKonjtitution fo ausgefproden uniert 
wie nur moglich ijt und in der tweiteren Entwidlung den Namen Kirche‘ 
iiberhaupt nicht mehr verdient; da8 trennte un3 auch fchon bor 1933 bon 
den damals beftehenden ,lutherifden Landestirden‘. Denn felbft in ihnen 
hatte der Grundfab der Gleichberechtigung der Richtungen mehr oder tweniger 
den Befenntnisboden unterhshlt, und Lehrgucht wurde nur frafjfen Aus- 
twiichfen deS Liberalismus gegeniiber geiibt. Das trennt uns auch fier- 
gulande bon der Vereinigten Lutherifden Kirde. Man mag gerne gugeftehen, 
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Dak die Konftitution diefes Kirchenforpers Lutherifch ift; man mag aner- 
fennen, dak e8 eine mannbafte Tat twar, die Wafhington-Erflarung von 
1920 durdhgufeben mit ifrer Wnerfennung der Galesburg-Regel; man 
mag gerne annehmen, dak die in dDen Verhandlungen mit der Amerifanifd- 
Lutherijden Kirde, einfcjlieBlid) de Gabes bon der Yrrtumslofigfeit der 
Schrift, aufgeftellten Gabe ehrlid) und aufridtig gemeint und nicht das 
Refultat politifder Kiugheit jind; man mag fic von Gergen dariiber freuen, 
dag nicht nur biele Laien, fondern auch gar mance Paftoren ihr Leben 
und Amt diejen Grundfaben gemaf fiihren und tapfer gegen das unluthe- 
rife Wefen in ibrer eigenen Kirche unter mandmal fehr erfdwerenden 
Umftanden fampfen. C3 lapt fich doch die Tatfache nicht wegleugnen, daf 
offigielle Bublifationen dem Modernismus jtarfe Bugeftandniffe gemacht 
haben, die den Grund einreigen; dak an mancen Geminarien Profefjoren 
lehren, die in vielen Puntten mit dem Befenninis der Kirche gebrocjen 
haben; dak an mandjen theologijden Unftalten eine Cinfiihrung in die Bez 
fenntnisjdriften der Kirche itberhaupt unterbleibt; da Kangel- und Altar- 
gemeinjdaft mit den Reformierten tweithin ungeftraft geiibt wird und dak 
immer nod) Ounderte von den Paftoren zu den Logen, befonders den Freiz- 
maurern, gehdren und fogar foldje Gemeinden bon obenher unbelaftigt bleiz 
ben, twelche pringipiell nur Freimaurer berufen. Wir find nicht blind, fon- 
dern erfennen mit Ddanfbarer Freude an, dak die Oberleitung der Kirche 
Die twenigen ihr verfaffungsmagig guftehenden Mittel, diefen Buftanden ein 
Ende gu maden, nicht unbeniibt lagt, und erbitten fiir fie ein Feftftehen und 
Wachfen darin; aber zur Beit beftehen dieje Buftande nicht nur nod) tweit- 
hin, fondern e3 wird auch bon den Synoden, die unmittelbar damit handeln 
follten, vielfach gar nicht3 getan, und eS feblt felbft nicht an nit geringen 
Kreifen, die fich fiir Den Fortbeftand de$ traurigen status quo einfeben und 
ihre eigene Yndiffereng als redhte evangelifde Freiheit preifen. Unter diefen 
Umftanden Kirchengemeinjdaft mit der Vereinigten Lutherifden Kirche aufz 
ricdten ware Unioni8mus, weil eS nicht ohne Yndifferentierung der Wabhr- 
heit gefdehen fonnte, und diefe Sndiffentierung ijt ein3 der marfanteften 
Kenngeiden de3 Unionismus. 

»Dow mande von Yhnen twarten fdon lange darauf, dak ich endlid 
noch eine bierte Form de3 Unionismus nenne; denn fie meinen, Unionis- 
mus fei fdon da borbanden, da man mit einem firdlid) gzujammengeht oder 
gar nur mit ihm betet, ohne dod) in allen ehrpunften mit ifm iiberz- 
einguftimmen. Die einen meinen, man miifte dod) nicht blok in der Lehre 
bon der Giinde und Gnade, bon Chrifti Perfon und Werk, bon Glaube und 
Nechtfertigung, von Befehrung und Pradeftination und abnliden Bentral- 
puntten iibereinftimmen, fondern auch in der Lehre bom Antichrift, bon der 
Sudenbefehrung, bon der Auferftehung der Martyrer, in dem BVerftandnis3 
bon Wpof. 20 uftv., und die andern fiigen Hingu: im Werftandni3 der 
Schopfungstage, in der Frage bon der Schwagerehe, bon der Verlobung, in 
der Frage nad der Wirkung der Yohannistaufe, in der Wbiweifung der Bez 
giehung bon Joh. 6, 51 ff. auf da heilige Whendmahl, in der Frage nach 
der Veredhtigung de3 ZinSnehmens ufiw. Mur bei villiger ibereinftimmung 
in allen diefen Buntten fonne man miteinander Kirdengemeinfdaft auf- 
ricjten, und nur bei folch volliger Hbereinftimmung fonne man auch mit- 
einanbder beten; denn GebetSgemeinfdaft und Rirdengemeinfdaft maren 
identifd. 
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kun geftehe id) bon vornferein gu, dak man allerding3 bon den ge- 
nannten e8datalogifden Punkten in einer Weife reden und lehren fann, 
twie fie in der Kirche nicht geduldet werden darf. Bch geftehe ferner gerne 
gu, Dak man ein Zufammengefen trog ftarfer Differengen.in diejfen Puntten 
in einer foldjen Weife anjtreben fann, die abgetwiefen werden mu und 
meinetiwegen alZ Unionismus begeidnet werden fann. Dann namlich, wenn 
e8 einem gleidgiiltig ijt, mas die Schrift eigentlid) in begug auf diefe Dinge 
lehrt; denn Gleichgiiltigfeit gegen die Schrift ift immer fimdhaft, felbjt 
Dann, twenn e8 fic) um gang untergeordnete Puntte Handelt. Bch geftehe 
endlich gu, dab GebetSgemeinfdaft und Kirchengemeinfdjaft identijch find, 
twenn e8 fich um das Gebet im sffentlicjen Gottesdienft handelt, und felbft 
private GebetSgemeinfdaft fann dann unionijftifch wirfen, wenn der, mit 
dem ich bete, meine GebetSgemeinfdaft mit ihm al3 Beicjen volliger iber- 
einftimmung in der Lehre nimmt und ich ihn in Ddiefer verfehrien Mei- 
nung lafje. 

»%Mo aber diefeS Dreifade nicht ftatthat, lajje id) mir von feinem 
ettvaiges firdhlides Bufammengehen trop Mangels der iibereinjtimmung in 
allen Puntten als Unioni8mus brandmarfen. Das ijt in der alten Beit in 
der lutherifden Kirde nur einmal verfudjt worden, und felbft da nicht in 
begug auf alle der obengenannten Punfte. Wbraham Calov hat e3 verfucht, 
alZ er 1655 feinen Consensus Fidei Repetitus Verae Lutheranae {djrieb 
und 1664 verdffentlidte. Da hat er felbft den von der firchliden Gemeinz 
{daft ausfdlieken wollen, der da nicht gugeben wollte, daB die altteftament- 
lichen Frommen diefelbe explizgite Erfennini3 der gottlidjen Dreicinigfeit 
befejjen haben, wie fie {pater im Symbolum Athanasianum gelehrt tourde. 
Aber e3 ift Calon nicht gelungen, und fein Consensus ward bald vergejjen. 

ndie Meinung, daf die, welde in Kirchengemeinfdaft miteinander leben 
wollen, in allen ehrpuntten iibereinftimmen miigften, rubt auf einem 
verfehrten Verftandni3 bon 1 Ror. 1,10 und andern Sdhriftausfagen. Gorg- 
faltige Beriidficdtigung de3 jemeiligen Zufammenhangs fiihrt gu anderm 
Refultat. 

»Sebt bleibt bloR noch die Frage iibrig, ob gelegentlides privates Beten 
mit Luiheranern, mit denen man nidt in Kirchengemeinjdaft ftebt, oder mit 
Andersglaubigen Unionismus ijt. Wenn GebetSgemeinfdaft fo eng twie 
Kirdhengemeinfdaft ijt, dann ift das natiirlich der Fall. Aber find beide 
wirklich identifd? Das angunehmen ift fiir mid) unmiglid, e3 mwerde denn 
beffer aus der Schrift betwiefen als bisher. Das Gebet de3 Chriften hat 
feine andere Vorausfebung als den Glauben, dah ich um Chrifti twillen gu 
Gott al gu meinem Vater fommen darf, getroft und mit aller Buverfidt. 
Wo jemand diefen Glauben als feinen Glauben hat und befennt, da ift da8 
gemeinfame Band da, weldhes e3 mir erlaubt, mit ifm vor den gleiden 
Vater gu treten. Cr ijt damit ein Glied der Una Sancta geworbden, die Gott 
der HErr unter allen erfdeinenden Kirden auf Erden hat, und gu der ge- 
hore ih aud. Warum follte ish dann nidt mit ihm gufammen beten diirfen? 
Gewif, nidt im offentliden Gottesdienft — denn da ware e3 Sndifferentis- 
mus gegen das Befenninis der Gemeinde und modjte andere gu gleidem 
Qndifferentismus verleiten oder ein Stein de3 Anjtokes werden —, aber in 
privatem Sufammenfein unter befonderen Gelegenheiten. 1 Tim. 2, 5. 6; 
Eph. 2, 18—22; Eph. 4, 1—6 reden fiir mid deutlid) genug. Ym eingelnen 
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gu geigen, Dah die gewdhnlich fiir die gegenteilige Sehauptung angefiihrten 
Schriftitellen (Matth. 5, 28. 24; 10, 32. 83; 18, 15—17; 18, 19; uf. 
9, 26; Soh. 8, 31. 32; Act. 2, 42; Gal. 6,9; Eph. 4, 1—6; 1 Bheff. 5, 22; 
Amos 3, 3) nicht beweistraftig find, dafiir reicht die Beit nicht aus. 

/ Wir leben in einer Beit de3 Yndifferentismus, in der alles gur Ver- 
einigung der Kirchen treibt. Lafjen wir un3 davon nicht angejftedt werden. 
Verengern wir aber auch die Grengen der Kirchengemeinfdjaft nicht iber die 
Schrift hinaus. Geien wir auf der Hut gegen jeden wirfliden Unionismus, 
gerfplittern wir aber auch unjere Kraft nicht dadurch, dak wir etwas als 
Unionismus hinjtellen und verurteilen, was nicht wirklich Unionismus iftl” 

Seder fonjervative Lutheraner wird fich iiber die Hare Vertwerfung des 
Unionismus, die hier ftattfindet, freuen. Wllerdings fonnen wir nicht mit 
allem ftimmen. Was D. Meu iiber GebetSgemeinjdaft fagt, ruft unfern 
Diffenfus herbor. Wie fonnen nidt eine fo weitgehende UnterfGeidung 
atvifcjen Gebet im Offentlidjen Gottesdienft und bei pribatem Zufammen- 
fein madjen’ Wuperdem ift eS unfere tbergeugung, daR die hier gur Recht- 
fertigung bon GebetSgemeinfdaft mit Andersglaubigen angefiihrten Spriide 
(1 Tim. 2,5. 6 ufiv.) feine folche Rechtfertiqung enthalten. Unjere Haupt- 
betweisftellen gegen folche GebetSgemeinjdaft, wie Rom. 16, 17, find hier 
nidt genannt. Wenn freilich die bom geehrten BVerfaljer niedergelegten 
Pringipien befolgt werden, wird e3 nach unjerer Meinung nicht viele Falle 
bon GebetSgemeinjdaft geben, two unfere Praxis von der feinigen ab- 
tweicgen twird. 

Der Sab , Wer die Wbfolutheit de3 Autoritatsan{prucdhs der Schrift und 
die Cindeutigfeit ihrer Wusfagen in begug auf alle Fundamentallehren theo- 
retifch wie prattifeh anerfennt, mug allem Unioni8mus gram fein” erfordert 
eine furge BVemerfung. Das Gefagte darf nicht befchrantt werden auf Fun- 
Damentallehren. Bu unjerer Freude fonnen wir mitteilen, dak bei der 
miindliden Befprechung D. Reu erflarte, er twwolle mit obigem Gab durdaus 
nicht die Verbindlichfeit der Nichtfundamentallehren Leugnen. 

Qn begug auf die bon D. Reu genannten Nidtfundamentallehren (fiehe 
oben ,Lehre bom Antichrijt — Beredhtigung de3 ZinSnehmens”) alten wir 
allerding3 dafiir, dah eine Uhiweichung darin bon unferer Stellung nicht not- 
fwendigeriweife firdentrennend ift, miiffen aber Hingufiigen, daf tir, da 
Gottes Wort iiber jene Punkte geredet Hat, feinem da3 Recht gugeftehen 
fonnen, bieriiber irgendeine beliebige Meinung gu hegen. 

Sehlieflich ein Wort iiber den Gab: ,Die Meinung, dak die, melde 
in RKirdengemeinfdaft miteinander Teben wollen, in allen Lehrpuntten 
ibereinjtimmen miigten, rubt auf einem berfehrten Verjtandnis bon 1 Ror. 
1,10 und andern Sdjriftausfagen.” Diefer Wusfpruch fonnte mifverftanden 
twerden; denn Gott fordert unbedingt ibereinftimmung in allen Lehrpuntten. 
Damit ift nicht ausgefdlofien, daR man mit den Schwaden Geduld 
haben mug. W. 
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All books reviewed in this periodical may be procured from or through Con- 
cordia Publishing House, 3558 S. Jefferson Ave., St. Louis, Mo. 


Das Bud) de8 betenden Gottestnedjt8. Der Pfalmen sweiter Teil. Fite 
greunde und Verachter der Bibel auSgelegt bon Rudolf Abramowfti, Lic. 
theol. 1939. Galwer BereinSbucdbandlung Stuttgart. 263 Seiten 6x9. 

Der Calwer Verlagsverein hat e§ unternommen, eine Erlaiuterung alttefta- 
mentlider Schriften unter dem Namen ,Die Botfdaft deS Witen Teftaments“ 
berausSzugeben, und der un& vorliegende Band ift der filnfgehnte diefer Serie. 

Er bietet feine fortlaufende Exegefe, fondern eine Tberfegung mit Anmerfungen 

bon mebr al8 der Hafte deS Pfalters in gwei groken Wbteilungen: ,1. Der Gottes- 

tnecht in der Unfedhtung; I. Der GotteStnecht in der Bewahrung.” Fir den 

Theologen ift der brauchbarfte Teil de3 Buches die Hberfegungen und die Hinweijfe 

auf die Parallelftellen, die befonderS bet der Vorbereitung auf die Predigt gute 

Dienfte leiften tinnen. Die WuSlegung trigt faft durchweg den Charafter er- 

baulider Betradtungen, die zum groken Teil fehr wertvoll find. Der Verfaffer 

vertritt im gangen Die meffianifde UWuffaffung der Pfalmen, die in der lutherifcen 

Kirche al8 folche anerfannt find, 3. B. 16, 40, 69, 22, leider aber nicht immer mit 

der BVeftimmtbeit, die wir erwarten. Jum 69. Pfalm bemerft er 3.B.: ,Zufam- 

men mit dem 22. Pfalm hat er die Farben gur Ausgeftaltung und den Bewweis 
fiir die Schriftgemabbheit, das heift, die Gottgewolltheit de LeidenS JEfu, ge- 
geben.” (©. 98.) Und in den Bemerfungen gum 22. Pfalm wird gefagt: ,Diefes 
tief ergreifende Lied, in dem fich das Leiden deS Menfdjen mit dem Leiden Chrifti 
vermablt” uf. Das ift in beiden Fallen gu fchwach geredet. Das Neue Tefta- 
ment tweift flar nach, dak diefe Pfalmen im ftrengften Sinne meffianifd find, dab 
der Erlifer in ihnen felber redet, und diefe Tatfache follte lar und deutlic) gum 

Uusdrud fommen. Aber Bericdtigungen diefer Urt laffen fic leicht anbringen, 

und da8 Buch hat fiir jeden Bibelforfder gropen Wert. YP. E. Krekmann 


Courageous Adventures. Old Testament Stories for Boys and Girls. By 
Laura Hulda Wild, professor of Biblical Literature, Mount Holyoke 
College, South Hadley, Mass. The Abingdon Press, New York. 
144 pages, 544x714, including Bible-passage references, recom- 
mended books, and outline maps. Price, $1.00. 

The Rev. Laura Hulda Wild, professor of Biblical literature at Mount 
Holyoke College since 1917, previously instructor of the Bible in Nebraska 
and Ohio colleges, four years pastor in a Lincoln, Nebr., Congregational 
church, Y.W.C.A. secretary, visiting professor to Ginling College for 
women at Nanking, China, there teaching the Bible [cf. Modernism in 
Foreign Missions!], twice tourist student in Palestine, author of several 
books on Bible-study, etc., acceding to the requests of her former stu- 
dents, now blessed with children, wrote Courageous Adventures “to sup- 
ply growing boys and girls with a book that contains a point of view 
toward the Bible, interests them in things Biblical before they attend 
college, preserves for them the spiritual values of the Bible-stories, 
and keeps American youth from the mistake of looking upon Bible- 
stories as mere fanciful folk-tales.” To her, Bible-stories certainly are 
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not fanciful folk-tales, though also not God’s inspired Word; but they 
arose (from ca. 900 B.C. down) when men advanced and grew out of 
the childish notions about their gods and so found the true God. “That 
took a long time, and we have not found out all about Him yet.” 
(Foreword, p.18.) However, the Bible-stories very plainly demonstrate 
the development of conscience over against greed (culminating at last 
in Christ’s own supreme conscience response). The Bible-stories of 
course are not true as history, but certainly as parables, exemplifying 
the development of man’s truth and probity consciousness. Moses did 
not see a burning bush but a bush of sheer beauty, after his prolonged 
solitude in the wilderness had made him antioppression-minded. The 
Balaam’s ass story (parallels, Arabian Nights, Wonder Tales of Egypt, 
etc.) illustrates the truth that man, blinded by greed, can see less clearly 
the morally prescribed path than can a beast. Witches are very fasci- 
nating (cf. Hallowe’en) and the witch-of-Endor tale shows us how Saul, 
for his selfish ends, goes back in the end on all that is good and true, 
even his own laws. The David stories (David, very much like Robin 
Hood, a brave, generous, rollicking adventurer) teach us goodness, un- 
selfishness, generosity (above all, his poems, e.g., Ps. 23: “Even should 
I go my way in a ravine dark as the shadow of death,” Macdonald’s 
translation, quoted by authoress). The Jonah and the big-fish story 
(the big fish stands for some great calamity) reveals how at last Jews 
began to understand that God loves everybody, even their enemies, and 
so prepares the way for Jesus’ teachings in the New Testament. While 
we do not recommend the purchase of this book to our readers, we 
nevertheless believe that every so often our pastors ought to go to the 
public library and discover for themselves how assiduously Modernists 
are systematically, psychologically, irreparably, pounding to pieces the 
Christian faith of boys and girls of high-school and college days by such 
destructive methods as Miss Wild offers in her new book. No orthodox 
Christian minister can afford to remain ignorant of the subtle, most 
effective technique used by Bible foes today to blast from the hearts 
of our Christian youth the true faith of their fathers. The ability to 
defeat Modernism presupposes a fair knowledge of its strategy, and it 
is for this reason that we pastors and teachers dare not ignore such 
grotesque writings as Courageous Adventures. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


Der Brief an die Hebraer. Betradjtungen von Erwin Reisner. Chr.-Raifer- 
Verlag, Miincen. 1938. 300 Seiten 6x9. 

Seder forgfailtige Bibellefer wei, dak der Hebrierbrief ein ecigenartiges 
Buch ift. Tiber dem Verfaffer und den erften Lefern liegt ein tiefes Duntel, das 
trok augerordentlider, auSgedehnter und fcharffinniger Forfcherarbeit immer nod) 
nicht gewicen ift. Unfer Wutor hat gewif recht, wenn er fagt: ,Die Gedanten 
de8 Briefes find paulinifd” (6.5); ebenfo werden aber woh! auch die meiften 
Refer ihm beiftimmen, wenn er fortfibrt: ,Der Stil aber weit fo fehr von 
Dem der andern grofen Briefe deS UpoftelS ab, dah diefer minbdeftens als un- 
mittelbarer UWutor faum in Frage fommt.” Kinnen wir mit dem Verfaffer gehen, 
wenn er den Titel ,Un die Hebrier” fymbolifd erflart, al8 habe das Wort 
nQebraer” bier feine etymologifdhe Bedeutung: die Hinitbergiehenden oder Bor- 
iibergiehenden? Raum. So etwas wird den Bitern, die Dem Buch diefen Titel 
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gaben, fchwerlid) in den Sinn gefommen fein. Dah der Brief an die Gemeinde 
gu Serufalem geridtet tourde, halten wir allerdings auch filr eine verfehlte Ron- 
jeftur. XH. Zahn war der Meinung, der Brief fei fiir eine alS YBudendhriften be- 
ftehende Gemeinde in Rom beftimmt gewefen. Cine andere Unficht ift, dak der 
Titel etwa um das Jahr 200 iiber den Brief gefekt wurde und auf einem Mif- 
verftindnis berubt, indem man aus dem Jnbhalt de3 Briefes meinte erfechliehen 
gu finnen, dab da8 Schreiben an befehrte Buden gerichtet fei, dak aber eigentlich 
webder Judenchriften nod) Heidenchriften fpegiell angeredet wiirden, fondern Chri- 
ften im allgemeinen. 

3m vorliegenden Werk werden einleitende Fragen nidjt de lGngeren erdrtert; 
aud) auf grammatijdhe Punfte wird nicht viel eingegangen. C8 ift dem Ber- 
faffer dbarum 3u tun, die Gedanfen de8 Briefes padend darzuftellen und auc) die 
Unwendung nidt gu verjaumen. Die Darftellung ift in der Tat angiehend. Was 
wit ju tadeln haben, ift die Theologie des Verfaffers. Er fommt mit allerlei 
merfiviirdigen Vorausfekungen an den Brief heran und findet diefe darin be- 
ftatigt. Offenbar fagt ihm die Theologie Karl Barths gu. Wir finden 3. B. diefen 
Uusfpruch: ,Fiir den WUpoftel ift immer jheute’ der Yiingfte Tag’ (S. 22); und 
diefen: ,Wer aber an der Schwelle zur Cwigkeit, angefidhts der Cntfcheidung, vor 
die ihn das Heute deS Chriftus ftellt, verfagt, wer da nicht gugreift, fiir den 
wird das beraflitifde Wort zur furchtbaren Wahrheit, der wird fortgefdwemmt, 
ber fommt niemals wieder in eine dhnlice Lage; denn die Beit, fiir die er fic 
in der Ubweifung der Gnade entfdeidet, ift ja felbft das Niemals” (S. 21). Das 
ift RKrifistheologie. Synergiftifdh-pelagianifd lauten diefe Saige iiber Rap..6, 4 ff.: 
rir fchagen fie [diefe Stelle] . . . al8 ein flare Wort, mit dem uns gefagt 
wird, dab e8 gulegt eben doch auf die Entfdheidung de§ Menfden anfommt. Der 
Menfc) fann die fic) thm darbietende Gnade guriidweifen, er fann ja oder nein 
fagen, er fann au8 eigenem Entfdhluk abfallen” (©. 109). Wllerdings fann der 
Menfeh aus eigenem CEntfdlug nein fagen; aber mit dem Bafagen verhalt eS 
fic) anders. 

liber Chriftt Werk finden fic) mance fdhine Sage. Wir gitieren einen da- 
bon: Das” [nad Jer. 31 den Chriften] ,in8 Herg gefdriebene Gefek ift fein 
Leiftungsgefek, fondern ein GlaubenSgefek, namlid) das Gefek de$ Glaubens, 
der dba glaubt, da der eingeborne Sohn Gottes alles geleiftet und das ganze 
Gefek erfiillt hat” (S. 215). Cigentiimlid) ift die Unfdauung, dak das Bolt 
Bsrael de8 Alten CeftamentS ein ,Gleicnis” filer die gefamte Menfcheit fei 
(S. 36). Was der Verfaffer fagen gu wollen fcheint, ift, dak das BJSrael des 
Ulten Bundes ein Typus deS neuteftamentlicden GotteSvolfes gewefen fei. Darin 
ftimmen wir ihm natiirlih bei. Die Cinftellung deS WerkeS ift reformiert, wie 
aus diefem Sag erfichtlicd) ift: ,Der Kulthandlung [das ift, dem heiligen Whend- 
mabl] fommt jegt nur nod) die Bedeutung einer Gedadtnisfeier gu” (S. 201). 
Nidt felten befommt man den Cindrud, dak mehr geiftreihe Betradtung als 
wahre Schriftauslegung geboten wird. A. 


Luthers Lehre von den gwei Reidjen. Unterfucdt von feinem Verftindnis der 

Vergpredigt aus. Cin Beitrag gum Problem ,Gefeg und Evangelium’. 

Von Harold Diem. Chr.-Raifer-Verlag. Miinden. 173 Seiten 6x9. 
Rartoniert. Preis: RM. 3.50. 

Diefe vortrefflide Schrift lat Luther die Frage beantworten, ob die Wn- 

weifungen und Forderungen der Bergpredigt fiir alle Chriften verbindlid find. 

Die rimifce Lehre ift, dab eS fic) hier nidt um praecepta, fondern um consilia 









876 Book Review — Literatur 


hanbdelt, deren Befolgung die minchifche Heiligkeit guftande bringt. Wnbdere be- 
haupten, dak ,al8 echter Prophet JEfus fic nist um die Miglicdfeit einer Ber- 
wirllidung, nidt um die Braudbarfeit de8 GebotS tiimmerte’. (©. 20.) Die 
Wiedertiufer und andere Sdhwirmer halten diefe Untweifungen wohl fiir ver- 
bindlich, ,fallen aber gu febr auf die rechte Seite und lehren, man folle nichts 
GigeneS haben, nidt fdwiren, nicdt Obrigheit nocd Gerid&t halten, nicht fchiigen 
noch verteidigen ufto.” (Weimarer Wusgabe 32, 300 f. St. Lonifer Wusgabe 7, 
349), und geben alfo auc) mit felbfterwiblten Oeiligheiten, mit mindifden Wer- 
ten, um. Der Leufel rictet durch fie »falfde gute Werke und erdicdtete Heilig- 
feit an“ (l.c.). Da unterricdtet nun Luther die Chriften aus Gottes Wort, dak 
fie Biirger in zwei Reicen find, dak fie al8 Btirger deS gittlicjen, geiftlicen 
Reidhes alles Unredht leiden, aber alS Biirger deS weltliden ReidheS dem Unredt 
webren miiffen. Luther fagt den aufrithrerifden Bauern: ,Wollt ihr nun gott- 
lid) Recht halten, wie ihr rithmet, woblan, fo tut’8. Da ftehet’s, Gott fpricht: 
sDie Nahe ift mein, id) will vergelien.S” (WW. A. 18, 308. St. V. 16, 55.) Gott 
hat aber auch die Obrigheit und anderes weltliches Regiment eingefekt und dem 
Chriften als Biirger, alS Umtstriiger im weltliden Reich, geboten, dem Basfen gu 
wehren. Diem fagt: ,Der Chrift darf nun einmal nidt qua Chrift das Gebot 
der Bergpredigt (RMidtet nidt!’) auger Kraft feken. Ein andere’ ift feine Eriftens 
im Amt’. Da mus er fogar ridten und dem bel widerftehen. Cin anderes ift 
feine zifteng alS ,Perfon’. Da muf er fic das Richten verboten fein laffen.“ 
(S. 94.) Seite 90: ,Was ferner die gu leiftenden ,officia omnis generis‘ be- 
trifft, fo gibt e8 da fein Driiden von irgendeinem obrigkeitliden UWmt. Luther: 
,Darum, wenn du fiebeft, dab e8 an Oenfer, Biittel, Richter, Herren und Fiirften 
mangelt und du dich gefcidt fainbdeft, follft du did) dDagu erbieten und darum 
werben, auf dab ja die nitige Getwalt nidt verachtet und matt wiirde oder unter: 
ginge.’ (QW. UW. 11, 254f. St. &. 10, 387.) Cine derartige Amt8iibernahme fajlieft 
ja feine Untreue gegenitber Dem perfinliden Chriftenftand in fidh. ,Denn in dem 
gall gingeft du einber gang in frembdem Dienft und Werfen.... Denn fiir 
dich felbft bleibft du an dem Evangelium und haltft dic nach Chrifti Wort, 
dak du gern den andern Badenftreich leideft ufw. AWlfo gebet’S dann 
beides fein miteinander, Dak Du gugleih Gottes Reid und 
der Welt Reid genugtuft Guperlih und innerlid, jgugleid 
Hibel und Unredht Leideft und dod itbel und Unredht ftrafeft; sugleid dem 
itbel nicht widerfteheft und doch widerftebeft. Denn mit dem einen fieheft du auf 
did) und auf da8 Deine, mit dem andern auf den Radften und auf da8 Seine 
(1. c.) — bier geht’s nach dem Glauben, dort nad der Liebe.” — Berbinden aber 
die Gebote der Bergpredigt den Chriften, bedingungslo$ und in vollftem Mage, 
mug da der Chrift nicht vergweifeln? Er hat ja taufendmal das Gebot ,Ridtet 
nidt” uf. itbertreten. Gewif; nun aber belehrt un$ Luther, dak da8 Gefeg 
dazu gegeben ift, dab e8 den Menfcjen gum Vergweifeln bringe und der Chrift in 
da8 Evangelium getrieben werde, um dann in der Kraft deS Evangeliums die 
Gebote immer beffer gu erfiillen. Und dies, die Lehre vom Unterfchied de8 Ge- 
fekeS und de8 Evangelium8, wird in unferm Biichlein an der Hand von Luthers 
Schriften fein dargelegt. — Xrefflich find auch die Uusfiihrungen iiber die Auf: 
gabe der Obrighkeit und die Pflidht der Untertanen. ,Gott hat das weltlice 
Regiment der Vernunft unterworfen und befohlen, weil e8 nicht der Seelen 
Heil noch ewiges Gut, fondern allein leiblide und geitliche Giiter regieren foll.” 
(W. U. 51, 243. St. &. 5, 857.) Ferner: ,Oberkeit foll nist webhren, was jeder: 
mann lehren und glauben will, e8 fei Evangelium oder Viigen; ift genug, dak fie 
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Aufruhr und Unfrieden gu lehren wehrt.. (W. UW. 18,298. St. 2. 16,50.) ,Das 
ift Luthers Stellung: Die Obrigkeit, aud) wo fie in driftliden Hainden ift, 
regiert nicht itber bie Getwiffen; toohl aber muf fie allen fbergriffen in ihr Reid 
um der tweltliden Ordnung toillen wehren; und folche itbergriffe liegen dort vor, 
wo Kekerei gum Wufruhr und gu Hffentlider Lafterung twird. (©. 76.) — Der 
Chrift gehordt auch den ,wunderliden Herren’ und wird feinem Uniwillen niemal8 
revolutionierenderiweife Luft macen. ... Qu einem aggreffiven revolutioniren 
Widerftand fieht Luther auch bet Evangelium3verfolgung feine biblifd begriin- 
dete Miglidhfeit.” (6. 94.) — ,,Aber voerfluchet sey aller gehorsam ynn ab- 
grund der helle, so der oberkeit, vater und mutter, ja auch der kirchen 
gehorsam ist, das er Gott ungehorsam sei. ... Hie kenne ich widder 
[weder] vater, mutter, freundschafft, oeberkeit oder Christliche Kirche.“ 
(XB. UW. 28, 24.) — Vom Krieg fagt Luther: ,Wer Krieg anfaingt, der ift unredht, 
und ift billig, Dab der gefdlagen oder dod) gulegt geftraft werde, der am erften 
das Meffer gudt.. Der Notkrieg aber, ,der aus Not und Zwang wird aufge- 
drungen, naddem er ift bon einem anbdern angegriffen”, ift beredtigt; und der, 
der mit gutem Getwiffen fid) gu einem Nottrieg berecdhtigt glaubt, foll alfo beten: 
nieber HErr, mein Gott, du fieheft, dak id) muh friegen, wollt’s ja gerne laffen; 
aber auf die redhte Urfade.baue id) nidt, fondern auf deine Gnade und Barm- 
hergigteit.” (YG. UW. 19, 645 ff. St. L. 10, 513 ff.) — Vom ,chriftliden Kreugzug’ 
fagt Luther: ,Wher itber alleS betwegte mid, Dak man unter hriftlidmen 
Namen wider die Tiirfen gu ftreiten vornahm, lehrte und reigte, gerade als 
follte unfer Volf ein Heer der Chriften heiken wider die Tiirfen, alS wider Chrifti 
geinde, welches ift ftraks wider Chrifti Lehre und Namen.” (WW. A. 30, Hy, 111. 
St. L. 20, 2113.) — Bft Luther verantwortlicdh fiir das landeSherrlide Rirchen- 
regiment? Und war er gar ,ein Fiirftenfnedht-? Unfer Biichlein lapt Luther 
darauf antworten. ,Satan pergit esse Satan. Sub papa miscuit ecclesiam 
politiae, sub nostro tempore vult miscere politiam ecclesiae. Sed nos 
resistemus, Deo favente, et studebimus pro nostra virili vocationes dis- 
tinctas servare.“ (€nbder8 XV, 256.) »Sewt fehrt fic) das Blatt um. Denn 
man madht aus dem Fauftamt ein miindlid) Amt, und wollen die weltliden 
Herren das geiftlide Regiment fiihren und den Predigtftuh! und Kirche regieren, 
dak ic) predigen foll, was der Fiirft gern hort.” (MW. WU. 46, 737. St. L. 7, 1791.) 
Und: ,Wir miiffen das Ronfiftorium zerreifen; denn wir wollen furzum die 
Suriften und Papft nicht drinnen haben.” (MW. UW. T. RK. 6, 344. St. V. 22, 1511.) 
Unfer Autor hat fleihig in Luther gelefen und im grofen und ganjen gut 
gelefen. Th. Engelder 


Preparing Preachers to Preach. By R. Ames Montgomery, D.D., LL. D., 
professor of Homiletics, Presbyterian Theological Seminary, Chi- 
cago. Zondervan Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 
249 pages, 544X734. Price, $1.75. 

Here is a book which we recommend to our pastors for careful 
reading, not merely because the subject of sermon-making requires 
persistent study throughout their ministerial career and in this work 
various authors ought to be considered, but because the volume before 
us presents the subject in a novel, striking, and thorough manner, well 
adapted to the needs of our time. Dr. Montgomery, a conservative Pres- 
byterian theologian, advocates a return to such preaching as was in 
vogue when ministers and congregations were still Christian and rever- 
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enced the Gospel. Today preaching has been eclipsed by the prodigious 
influence of the “new science” and affected by present-day “mechanistic 
psychology,” so that now “the Bible must be restored to a place of 
authority in preaching, from which it fell when we got rid of an inspired 
Book” (p.23). Today also more than ever “personality values must 
be given primary consideration when young men are enrolled as candi- 
dates for the Gospel ministry” (p.21). Lastly, “preaching must recover 
the power of appeal” (p.26). Preaching must be textual, and to this 
end the pastor’s constructive study must be carried on regularly and 
systematically. Much of what the author writes will not be new to 
our readers, but the entire presentation is new, fascinating, and con- 
vincing. New material, however, is offered in these chapters: “The 
Minister’s Study,” “What Is Effective Preaching?” “The Warrant for 
Preaching,” “The Preparation of the Preacher,” “The Inspiration of the 
Preacher,” “The Preparation of the People.” Other chapters are: “The 
Eclipse and Relumination of Preaching,” “The Text,” “What to Observe 
in the Use of the Text,” “The Sermon Subject,” “The Introduction of 
the Sermon,” “The Sermon,” “The Conclusion,” “Essential Homiletic 
Qualities of a Good Sermon,” “Style,” “Species, or Types, of Sermons.” 
In short, here is an old, experienced professor of homiletics, a repre- 
sentative of the “old school,” who nevertheless in a new, understanding 
way tells our present generation of ministers what preachers of the 
Gospel really should do to be faithful to their holy task. The very 
fact that a non-Lutheran has written the book makes it all the more 
interesting. We have heard that in many circles in our Church because 
of the prevailing depression salaries, which render it almost impossible 
for individual ministers to purchase new books, “reading clubs” have 
been organized in which book expenses are pooled and the burden is 
thus made light. Afterwards, in outstanding cases, books, annotated 
by critical brethren, are thoroughly discussed at conferences, usually 
under the guidance of a brother offering a formal, lengthy book re- 
view. The plan is excellent, and Dr. Montgomery’s book is worthy of 
such study. J. THEODORE MUELLER 


The Son of God Rides On. Outlines on the Gospels of the Ancient 
Church. By R.E. Golladay, A.M., D.D. The Lutheran Book Con- 
cern, Columbus, O. 391 pages, 544x75%. Price, $1.75. 

Much painstaking and careful work has gone into the making of 
this volume, presenting an abundance of sermon material on the familiar 
Gospel-lessons of the ancient Church. Using this material will help the 
preacher to present in a fresh way the old well-known Gospel pericopes. 

We suggest that the preacher first carefully study his text and then 
read what Golladay presents and use the material in the preacher’s 
own outline. The pericope Matt. 20:1-16, for instance, is treated by Gol- 
laday under the heading of “Work and Wages” and ends with the 
question, “What kind of worker in God’s kingdom am I? are you?” 
The scope of this pericope is that salvation is not by merit but by 
grace. To this Golladay calls attention, but his treatment of the text 
does not make this fact stand out, and his climax in the conclusion 
puts the emphasis where it does not belong. What the hearer ought 
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to carry away is not the thought what kind of a worker he is, but that, 
though a miserable sinner, a gracious salvation has been provided 
for him. On page 194 Golladay says: “It has always been true, it is 
now true, and it always will be true, that many resist, and finally 
resist, this threefold work of the Holy Spirit. For this sin there is 
no forgiveness, Matt.12:31; Heb. 10:26,27.” The sin which cannot be 
forgiven is the sin against the Holy Ghost, but the description given 
by Golladay does not describe the sin against the Holy Ghost. To the 
text Matt. 22:1-14 Golladay gives this heading, “Why God Chooses Only 
a Few.” On pages 345 and 346 we read such statements as these: “He 
gave man the power of choice. He permits man to exercise his power 
of choice. ... “God’s process of choosing men is in reality a process of 
human self-elimination. Some do not care. Some keep on putting off. 
Some become antagonistic. Some are too well satisfied with their own 
condition, their own acquirements, so that, while pretending to come, they 
are never qualified as guests at the feast... . Those who are finally 
chosen are those who (a) have accepted God’s invitation, (b) come to 
God’s own feast, (c) allowed God to qualify them by acceptance of His 
own proffered gifts.” We are somewhat surprised that such synergistic 
statements are still being printed at a time when we had reason to 
believe that the synergistic doctrine of man’s salvation had been 
abandoned as unscriptural by the church-body of which the author is 
a member. J. H.C. Frrrz 


Wonderful — and Other Sermons. By William Ashley Sunday. Zonder- 
van Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 126 pages, 54 x8. 
Price, $1.00. 

Billy Sunday was a Fundamentalist preacher, who in his own way 
and often with drastic emphasis preached sin and grace. This appears 
also in the present volume, which has all the excellencies—and the 
faults — that characterized the evangelist’s preaching. Some of his illus- 
trations are dignified and fitting, others are on a lower level. The 
author does not regard Baptism as a means of grace. On account of 
the lack of a thorough theological training the author is guilty of other 
lapses and inaccuracies, for which the charitable reader will make 
allowances, as when he has no earthquake in connection with the resur- 
rection of our Savior. P. E. KRETZMANN 


The Implications of Public Confession. By Abraham Kuyper, D.D., 
LL.D. Translated from the Dutch by Henry Zylstra. Zondervan 
Publishing House, Grand Rapids, Mich. 88 pages, 544x734. Price, 
75 cts. 

Some of Dr. Kuyper’s books, like Women of the Old Testament and 
Women of the New Testament, have been warmly welcomed, also in 
Lutheran circles. The present book does not have such a general 
appeal. It is a typically Reformed presentation of the way of reception 
into church-membership. Many portions are definitely anti-Lutheran 
and not in accordance with Holy Scripture. The author is opposed to 
the Lutheran rite of confirmation and presents his views in statements 
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which are worthy of consideration, even if one does not admit the 
correctness of the logical deductions which the author draws. He 
states: “If a term is necessary, therefore, we could name the ‘receiving’ 
the ‘admission to making public confession.’ This preliminary exami- 
nation may never represent anything more than the vestibule through 
which one passes to public confession. Not the ‘being received’ but 
the ‘public confession’ represents the holy and decisive moment for the 
great decision of your life. ... But there are those who would not 
have it so. These wanted the event of ‘receiving’ to represent a touch- 
ing and exciting ceremony. Hence this event was converted into what 
the Lutherans had long made of it. The pastor and the elder ‘took’ the 
confession. Later the Church ‘confirmed’ it.” (P.59f.) While the argu- 
ments of the author will not hold, there is much in its presentation that 
might well be kept in mind by the Lutheran pastor who tries to keep 
the work of indoctrination from degenerating into a mere form. 
P. E. KretzMann 
Prayer-Meetings that Made History. By Basil Miller. 104 pages, 5x74. 
The Warner Press, Anderson, Ind. Price, $1.00. 

The author tells of fourteen remarkable fulfilments of prayer, 
changing the life of individuals, inaugurating world-wide missionary or 
charitable movements, etc. Many of these interesting and faith- 
strengthening results of prayer may be used by the pastor in the pulpit, 
in his Bible class, or on other occasions. Not all movements, however, 
described by the author were unmitigated blessings. Faith in their 
Savior and His promises prompted the prayers of these people, and 
Christ heard them. But in only too many instances the erroneous views 
held by them caused them to undo much of the good that Christ 
would have accomplished through them had they followed His Word 
exclusively instead of permitting their own mistaken notions to influence 
their actions. Tu. LAETSCH 
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